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PREFACE

This document, together with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), constitutes the Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project in San
José, California. The EIR was circulated to affected public agencies and interested parties for a 45-
day review period. This FEIR consists of comments received by the Lead Agency, the City of San
José, on the EIR, responses to those comments, and revisions to the text of the EIR.

In conformance with the CEQA Guidelines, the FEIR provides objective information regarding the
environmental consequences of the proposed project. The FEIR also examines mitigation measures
and alternatives to the project intended to reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts. The
FEIR is used by the City and other Responsible Agencies in making decisions regarding the project.
The CEQA Guidelines require that, while the information in the FEIR does not control the agency’s
ultimate discretion on the project, the agency must respond to each significant effect identified in the
EIR by making written findings for each of those effects. According to the State Public Resources
Code (§21081), no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an environmental
impact report has been certified which identifies one or more significant effects on the environment
that would occur if the project is approved or carried out unless both of the following occur:

(a) The public agency makes one or more of the following findings with respect to each
significant effect:

@) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
will mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment.

(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency.

3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities of highly trained
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the
environmental impact report.

(b) With respect to significant effects which were subject to a finding under paragraph (3) of
subdivision (a), the public agency finds that specific overriding economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the
environment.

All documents referenced in this EIR are available for public review in the office of the City of San
José, Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, at 200 East Santa Clara Street, San
José, California, Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. In accordance with the CEQA
Guidelines, the FEIR will be made available to the public ten days prior to the EIR certification
hearing.

Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion i First Amendment to the Draft EIR
City of San Jose April 2007



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PREFACE ...ttt e e et e ettt e e e e e e s s b e e e e e en bt tbeaaaaaeesnttaeeeesnseeseeseensbasssssesaesanns i
L. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS RECEIVING THE
DRAFT EIR ..ottt ettt e e e e e et e e e e et e reeeeeeeeetas s e sttsbaaaaeanseeeeeebsssaaanns 1
1L LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS COMMENTING ON
THE DRAFT EIR ...ttt e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e eessaeseeaaeeeennnes 2
II1. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR ........cccccviiiiieeeiieeiii, 4
V. REVISIONS TO THE TEXT OF THE DRAFT EIR............. et 51
V. COPIES OF COMMENT LETTERS ...ttt n 59
VI VALLEY FAIR OPERATIONAL/SIMULATION ANALYSIS ....oovooiieeeeceeeeee, 118
VII.  OTHER INFORMATION PROVIDED BY COMMENTORS..........ccooviviecieeeene, 128
Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion ii First Amendment to the Draft EIR

City of San Jose April 2007



L. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS

RECEIVING THE DRAFT EIR

Federal and State Agencies

Federal Highway Administration

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2

State of California Department of Transportation, District 4
State of California Department of Toxic Substances Control
State of California Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Regional and Local Agencies

Association of Bay Area Governments
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Santa Clara Valley Water District

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Agency
Santa Clara County Roads and Airports
Santa Clara County Planning Department
City of Santa Clara

Martin Luther King Main Library

Rose Garden Branch Library

Individual and Local Organizations

San José¢ Water Company
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II. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS
COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

Presented below is a list of agencies, organizations, and individuals commenting on the Draft EIR.
The table below also 1dentifies the date of the letter received, and whether the comment submitted
requires substantive responses in the First Amendment. Comments that raise questions regarding the
adequacy of the EIR or analyses in the EIR require substantive responses. Comments that contain
only opinions regarding the proposed project do not require substantive responses in the First
Amendment. Complete copies of all the letters are included in Section V. of this First Amendment to
the Draft EIR.

Comment Received From Date of Letter Response Required
State Agencies
A. State of California February 9, 2007 No

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

B. State of Califormia January 4, 2007 Yes
Department of Fish and Game

C. State of California February 5, 2007 Yes
Department of Toxic Substances Control

D. State of California February 5, 2007 Yes
Regional Water Quality Control Board —
San Francisco Bay Region

E. State of California February 8, 2007 Yes
Department of Transportation

Local Agencies

F. County of Santa Clara January 26, 2007 Yes
Roads and Airports Department

G. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority February 8, 2007 Yes

H. City of Santa Clara February 27, 2007 Yes

Organizations

L. Berliner Cohen Attorneys at Law February 5, 2007 Yes

I. Cory Neighborhood Association February 12, 2007 Yes
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Individuals
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Cameron M. Colson
Kathryn Mathewson
Margo Wixsom
Andres Cathalifaud
Joe Chang

Jeff Land

Angela D'Orfani
Barbara Ferrell
Alex Morgan

Linda Perrine
Sharon McCray
Kirk Vartan
Douglas V. Handerson, AICP

Yolanda Reynolds

January 3, 2007
January 8, 2007
January 27, 2007
February 10, 2007
February 10, 2007
February 10, 2007
February 11, 2007
February 11, 2007
February 12, 2007
February 12,2007
February 12, 2007
February 12, 2007
March 11, 2007

January 16, 2007

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
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III. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR

The following section includes all of the comments on the Draft EIR that were received by the City
of San Jose during the advertised 45-day review period. The comments are organized under
headings containing the source of the letter and its date. The specific comments have been excerpted
from the letter and are presented as “Comment” with each response directly following (“Response”).
The letters submitted to the City of San José are contained in their entirety in Section V. of this
document.

STATE AGENCIES

A. STATE OF CALIFORNIA, GOVERNOR'’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND
RESEARCH, DATED FEBRUARY 9, 2007

The State of California Office of Planning and Research sent a letter acknowledging that the City of
San José complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental
documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. No response is required for this
letter.

B. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, DATED JANUARY 4, 2007

Comment B1: The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the document for the subject
project. Please be advised this project may result in changes to fish and wildlife resources as
described in the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 753.5(d)(1)(A)-(G). Therefore, a
de minimis determination is not appropriate, and an environmental filing fee as required under Fish
and Game Code Section 711.4(d) should be paid to the Santa Clara County Clerk on or before filing
of the Notice of Determination for this project.

Please note that the above comment is only in regard to the need to pay the environmental filing fee
and is not a comment by DFG on the significance of project impacts or any proposed mitigation
measures.

Response B1: The appropriate environmental filing fee shall be paid upon filing of the Notice of
Determination for the Valley Fair Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

C. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBTANCES CONTROL, DATED FEBRUARY 5, 2007

Comment C1: Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion (SCH #2006052162). As you may be aware,
pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.8, the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) oversees cleanup of sites where hazardous
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substances have been released. As a potential Resource Agency, DTSC is submitting comments to
help ensure environmental documentation prepared for the Westfield Valley Fair Site under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) adequately addresses any remediation activities
pertaining to releases of hazardous substances.

According to the draft EIR, the project includes the expansion of the existing Westfield Valley Fair
shopping center to accommodate 650,000 square feet of additional retail space and the demolition
and reconstruction of two parking structures and three commercial buildings and realignment of
roadways. The various proposed activities in the project area have the potential to disturb soil
containing hazardous substances from both agricultural activities.

The draft EIR does not mention the need to thoroughly investigate the historical land use of all
properties both within and near the project area. For example, DTSC's EnviroStor database
(http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.qov/public/) identifies an adjacent site south of Stevens Creek that
was used for agriculture until the early 1960s and was found to be contaminated with lead, arsenic,
and chlorinated pesticides. The soil at the Valley Fair site may be similarly contaminated. In
addition, road work associated with the project may disturb soil potentially contaminated with
aerially deposited lead.

Response C1: A site meeting the description of the property mentioned in this comment was
not identified when the City of San José reviewed the EnviroStor database
(March 2007).

The property referred to in this comment could be the Santa Clara Gardens
Development Project site (also known as the Bay Area Research Extension
Center or BAREC property), located to the northwest of Valley Fair, across
Winchester Boulevard. As described in Section 4.9.2.1, Database Research,
of the Valley Fair EIR, the Santa Clara Gardens site was tested for hazardous
materials associated with its long-term use as an agricultural research facility.
Arsenic and dieldrin were detected in the soils on the property which is
currently proposed for residential and park development. All contaminated
soils would be removed from the Santa Clara Gardens site prior to
development in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws
and regulations.

The Valley Fair site has not been used for agricultural purposes since at least
1956 when the original shopping center was constructed. The Valley Fair site
was never used for agricultural research, which would be expected to use
greater amounts of pesticides than typical agricultural uses. In addition, the
Valley Fair site has been extensively redeveloped over the years, and there
have been no significant hazardous materials incidents reported on the site.
For these reasons, it is not believed that soils on the Valley Fair site are
similarly contaminated.

The Valley Fair site has been almost completely paved since approximately
1956. Therefore, the potential for aerially-deposited lead to be contained in
soils on the project site is low.

Comment C2: Without information about potential contamination from all previous land uses,
DTSC will be unable to determine whether hazardous substances may have been released to project
areas. We strongly suggest that the City of San Jose thoroughly assess all historical activities within
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and near project areas. Based on that information, samples should be collected to determine whether
additional issues need to be addressed in the CEQA compliance document. If hazardous substances
have been released to the soil, ground water, or surface water, these releases will need to be
addressed as part of the Plan.

Response C2: As described in Section 4.9 of the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion
EIR, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was prepared for the project
site. Two retail establishments on the shopping center site were listed on
federal and state databases as facilities that use or generate hazardous
materials. These two establishments were photo processing facilities and no
violations or compliance infractions were identified with respect to these
establishments. In addition, they are no longer located on the site. One
incident that did occur on site was related to the spilling of approximately five
gallons of paint primer in 1990. The spill was cleaned up immediately and
this minor release has been closed.

Seven leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTSs) are located on properties
adjacent to the Valley Fair site. These cases have been closed either because
they do not exhibit levels of contamination requiring remediation, have been
remediated to the satisfaction of the SCVWD, or are not suspected to
represent a significant threat to human health or the environment. As such,
these sites are not suspected to have had a negative impact on the project site,
and no additional investigation or remediation is required.

Comment C3: For example, if the Plan includes soil excavation and remediation, the CEQA
document should include: (1) an assessment of air and health impacts associated with soil excavation
activities; (2) identification of applicable local standards, which may be exceeded by the excavation
activities, including dust levels and noise; (3) transportation impacts from the removal or remedial
activities; and (4) risk of upset if an accident occurs at the Site.

Response C3: The proposed shopping center expansion project does not include the
' excavation of soils for the purpose of hazardous materials remediation. The
project includes the implementation of standard mitigation measures to
reduce short-term construction-related air, noise, and traffic impacts to a less
than significant level, as described in Section 4.1 Land Use of the Valley Fair
Shopping Center Expansion Project EIR.

Comment C4: DTSC and the Regional Board signed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), March
1, 2005 aimed at preventing duplication of efforts among the agencies in the regulatory oversight of
investigation and cleanup activities at brownfield sites. Under the MOA, anyone requesting
oversight from DTSC or the Regional Board must submit an application to initiate the process to
assign the appropriate oversight agency. The completed application and site information may be
submitted to either DTSC or Regional Board office in your geographic area.

Response C4: As previously described, regulatory oversight of investigation and cleanup
activities on the project site will not be required for the expansion of the
existing shopping center.
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D. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA REGIONAL
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD - SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION,
DATED FEBRUARY 5, 2007

Comment D1: Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) staff has reviewed the subject
Draft Environmental Impact Report and has the following comments.

Section 4.8.3.3, Long-term Water Quality Impacts (pages 81-82)

This section discusses the project's proposed post-construction stormwater management measures,
which would be implemented to comply with Provision C.3 of the City of San Jose's NPDES Permit
(Provision C.3) and San Jose's Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy (Policy 6-29).
The proposed treatment includes a 6,000 ft* bioswale and media filter devices, including below
ground vaults and/or manholes containing filter cartridges.

Water Board staff is concerned because the sizing design standards for the post-construction
treatment measures were applied only to the net new impervious surface of 13,500 fi*. Provision C.3
and Policy 6-29 require that post-construction treatment measures be sized to treat all new and/or
replaced impervious surface for the site. Furthermore, if more than 50% of the existing impervious
surface on the site is replaced, Provision C.3 and Policy 6-29 require that all the existing, replaced,
and new impervious surface be included in the stormwater treatment design. This calculation has not
been done in Section 4.8.3.3; rather, proposed disturbed land versus total project site area (44.5%)
was used to conclude that only the net new impervious surface area should be used in sizing the
treatment systems. Please revise Section 4.8.3.3 to be in compliance with Provision C.3 and Policy
6-29.

Response D1: Section 4.8.3.3. Long-Term Water Quality Impacts, of the Valley Fair EIR
has been modified to emphasize that the proposed project would result in an
additional approximately 13,500 square feet of impervious surfaces on the
site, which is an increase of about one percent over the current impervious
surfaces, as shown in Table 4.8-1 of the EIR. This condition would not be
significantly different from the existing site condition.

The project proposes stormwater treatment controls, numerically sized in
conformance with City of San José Council Policy 6-29, to treat the
impervious surfaces from the proposed expansion area. Approximately 31.3
acres (the total area to be disturbed as a result of construction) would be
treated through a combination of biorention cells, bioswales, and media filter
devices, as described in the Valley Fair EIR. Please refer to Section IV. of
this First Amendment to the EIR for the text revisions made to Section 4.8.3.3
of the EIR.

Comment D2: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (pages vi-xviii)

This section does not include a discussion of the Long-term Water Quality Impacts and their
corresponding Mitigation and Avoidance Measures. Please include this discussion and ensure that it
reflects the revised Section 4.8.3.3. measures.

Response D2: The summary of the EIR includes only significant impacts, as required in
§15123 of the CEQA. Guidelines. Long-term water quality impacts of the
project were determined to be less than significant because standard
mitigation measures in accordance with City of San José Council Policy 6-29
are included in the proposed project.
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E. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DATED FEBRUARY 8, 2007

Comment E1: Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in
the environmental review process for the proposed project. We have reviewed the DEIR and have
the following comments to offer.

Forecasting
The following scenarios should also be analyzed in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS):

a) Existing Conditions

b) Proposed Project Only

c) Cumulative Conditions

d) Cumulative Conditions Plus Proposed Project

Section 5, page 38 of Appendix B, Cumulative growth conditions, includes only the analysis for the
Cumulative Condition Plus Proposed Project scenario. The Cumulative Condition without Project
traffic should also be analyzed.

Also, the Cumulative Condition and Cumulative Condition plus Proposed Project Condition should
be included in the Transportation and Traffic Section, the main body of the DEIR.

Response E1: The Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) completed for the proposed Valley
Fair Shopping Center expansion project followed guidelines set forth by the City
of San Jose (Interim Guidelines for Traffic Impact Analysis of Land
Developments, June 1994) and Santa Clara County Valley Transportation
Authonty (Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, March 2004).

As described on page 38 of the TIA, the cumulative condition includes an
analysis of all pending projects in the project vicinity. Section 7.3.2 of the EIR
(page 121) describes the cumulative condition as all approved, planned, and
reasonably foreseeable development projects in the vicinity, which includes the
proposed project, in conformance with the state’s CEQA and the City’s TIA
guidelines. Therefore, the cumulative condition without the project is not
included in the cumulative scenario. The project’s contribution towards the
cumulatively significant impacts to intersections and freeway segments is
described on pages 124 and 125 of the EIR.

Comment E2: Highway Operations

This project is causing significant impacts to I-880 and 1-280 under project and cumulative
conditions. This development needs to mitigate for significant traffic impacts to the State facilities
and state what this mitigation will be or provide fair share fees and identify improvements for which
these fees will be used.

Response E2: The comment is correct in stating that the project would result in significant
impacts to freeway segments under project and cumulative conditions. As
stated on pages 46 and 125 of the EIR, widening freeways for the purpose of
adding new through lanes would constitute a major capital improvement to
state facilities, which are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. The associated
costs of acquiring the necessary right-of-way and relocating businesses and
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residences along that nght-of-way make this mitigation infeasible for one
project alone to implement. It should be noted that a “fair share” contribution
is only meaningful/feasible if a funded program exists to actually improve
freeway conditions. The collection of money without any formal adopted
plan to allocate those funds is not mitigation under CEQA. For these reasons,
the FIR concluded that there are no feasible mitigation measures available to
reduce impacts to freeway segments to a less than significant level.

Comment E3: Queuing impacts to State facilities for project and cumulative conditions should be
identified by comparing the calculated 95" percentile queue (design queue) to the available queue
storage. Queuing impacts to be identified include, but are not limited to the following: Spillback
queues from turn lanes at intersections, queues from one intersection that extend back and impact
other intersections, queues from bottleneck locations such as lane drops that impact the operation of
the facility and spillback queues on ramps that impact the State facility. Any queuing impact
identified needs to be mitigated or fair share fees should be provided with identification of
improvements for which these fees will be used.

Response E3:

As stated in the TIA for the project and EIR, an operations analysis has been
prepared for the project and is included in this First Amendment to the DEIR
(Section VI.). The purpose of the simulation analysis is to evaluate the
dynamics of traffic operations as they exist today and the effects of planned
roadway improvements. It does not identify CEQA traffic impacts, but rather
allows analysis of signalized surface networks, freeways, or a combination of
both. The model was used to evaluate the effects of vehicle queues spilling
out of turn-pockets and blocking adjacent through lanes, queues extending
through upstream intersections, failure of vehicles to clear an intersection in
the allotted green times, and temporary blockages due to bus stops.

Typically, only the most critical areas of concem for traffic operations are
analyzed, such as project street frontages. However, for this analysis, a much
larger study area was selected to thoroughly evaluate not only traffic
associated with the proposed expansion of Valley Fair, but also traffic
operations in the entire area. The roadway network included in the simulation
analysis includes Forest Avenue from I-880 west to Winchester Boulevard,
Winchester Boulevard from Forest Avenue to [-280, Stevens Creek
Boulevard from Winchester Boulevard to I-880, I-880 from Forest Avenue to
south of I-280, and 1-280 from Moorpark Avenue to west of Winchester
Boulevard. The existing roadway network as well as a network that includes
planned roadway improvements was analyzed as described in Section V. of
this First Amendment to the DEIR. The simulation was run for the PM and
Saturday peak hour traffic conditions using existing and cumulative traffic
volumes. The results of the simulation are described in Section V1. of this
First Amendment to the DEIR.

The City of San Jose is working with the project applicant (Westfield), to
1dentify potential improvements along Stevens Creek Boulevard between I-
880 and Winchester Boulevard, including possible improvements to the I-
880/Stevens Creek Boulevard and Stevens Creek Boulevard/Monroe Street
intersections. Identified improvements in the City of San José will be made
by the project. Identified improvements within the jurisdiction of the City of
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Santa Clara and/or Caltrans will be done if encroachment pernmts can be
obtained.

The EIR includes all traffic impacts at intersections and on freeway segments
as required by the City of San José. This additional operations analysis is
being provided for informational purposes only and does not identify
additional traffic impacts not already disclosed in the EIR.

Comment E4: This document states that queues from Stevens Creek Blvd. spill back onto the
Stevens Creek/I-280-/1-880 collector road and northbound I-280. In addition, queues from the I-
280/Moorpark intersection queue back on the southbound I-280 off-ramp. To fully analyze impacts
to State facilities from queues on Stevens Creek Blvd., Winchester Blvd., and Moorpark Ave.,
intersections should not be analyzed as isolated intersections. The intersections on these streets

- should be analyzed together as a system using a traffic model such as Synchro.

Response E4: Please refer to Response E3, above. The CORSIM simulation was used.

Comment ES5: The [-880/Stevens Creek Blvd. intersection analysis, for the A.M. project traffic
conditions, is missing from this document.

Response ES: Conditions at the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard intersection for the AM
peak hour project conditions can be found in Table 4.2-6 of the EIR. Traffic
volumes are provided in the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix B). The
calculation sheets for the transportation analysis were circulated in Volume II of
the EIR.

Comment E6: This document states that LOS analysis does not identify the operational problems on
Stevens Creek Blvd. and a more detailed traffic operations analysis will be prepared. This detailed
traffic operations analysis needs to be submitted for our review before the Final EIR is approved.

Response E6: Please refer to Response E3. As previously stated, the operational analysis is
included in this First Amendment to the Draft EIR for informational purposes
only. The operations analysis does not identify additional City of San José or
CEQA traffic impacts at intersections or freeway segments. Information in
the operations analysis is useful to determine potential roadway and
intersection improvements in the project area, but the environmental review
and ultimate certification of the EIR are not dependent upon this information
because LOS impacts are not identified. It is anticipated that Caltrans will
review the operations analysis during the design process for the proposed
improvements to the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange.

Comment E7: Transit and Community Planning

The project Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 indicates that pedestrian crossings shall be enhanced at
strategic locations with countdown signals and that pedestrian pathways shall be lined with shade
trees.

The Conceptual Site Plan (Figure 4) shows only one intersection improvement with pedestrian
crossing treatments along Stevens Creek Boulevard.

Response E7: As stated in Section 4.2.3.8, Impacts on Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, of
the EIR, the proposed project includes extensive improvements to the
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intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Santana Row. Currently, only
one side of the intersection has a crosswalk and the sidewalk areas at the
corners of the intersection are limited. The project includes an additional
eastern sidewalk across Stevens Creek Boulevard and widened sidewalks at
the northeast and northwest corners of the intersection. The signal at the
intersection would be converted to eight-phase operation to allow safe
pedestrian travel. Shade trees are included in the improvements as shown on
Figure 7 of the EIR along the Valley Fair frontage of Stevens Creek
Boulevard.

Comment E8: We suggest that the project proponent include pedestrian crossing treatments at
additional intersections between the project and adjacent neighborhoods along Stevens Creek Blvd.,
Winchester Blvd. and Forest Avenue in order to accommodate alternative modes of transportation
and reduce the demand for auto trips.

Response ES8: The comment is noted. It is anticipated that additional improvements to
accommodate pedestrian access to the Valley Fair site will be included in the
project, as necessary. Existing crosswalks on Stevens Creek Boulevard
would be retained as part of the project and crosswalks would be installed at
the relocated intersection on Winchester Boulevard at Dorcich Street.
Pedestrian crossing improvements are not proposed on Forest Avenue as part
of the proposed project.

Comment E9: Although I-880 may represent a barrier to pedestrian access to the project from that
direction, we suggest that the project proponent also consider enhancements to pedestrian access at
the [-880/Stevens Creek Blvd. interchange.

Response E9: As described in the EIR (Section 4.2.4.2), future improvements to the I-880/I-
280 interchange are planned which could affect the ramp operations at the I-
880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange. It is anticipated that should
pedestrian access at the [-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange be
affected by this future construction, improvements shall be made as part of
the interchange project to restore pedestrian access to the Valley Fair site.

LOCAL AGENCIES

F. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA ROADS
AND AIRPORTS DEPARTMENT, DATED JANUARY 26, 2007

Comment F1: We have received and reviewed your Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center. The following are our comments:

Traffic Analysis should include the intersections on San Tomas Expressway at Monroe Street,
Pruneridge Avenue, and Saratoga Avenue.

Response F1: All intersections to which the project was projected to add 10 or more peak
hour trips per lane to any movement were studied per CMP guidelines. The
project is expected to add 10 peak hour trips or less to the intersections of San
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Tomas Expressway with Pruneridge Avenue, Monroe Street, and Saratoga
Avenue. With Lawrence Expressway providing dual left-turn lanes in each
direction, a minimum of 20 trips would be required for study. It is expected
that project trips would dissipate significantly west of San Tomas
Expressway.

Comment F2: The improvements listed in Expressway Planning Study at San Tomas Expressway
are not funded. Therefore, this project should pay their fair share for these improvements, or provide
mitigation measures at impacted intersections.

Response F2: As described in the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared for the
project (Appendix B), a significant impact would occur at the intersection of
San Tomas and Stevens Creek Boulevard under the cumulative condition.
The proposed project would make a significant contribution towards this
significant cumulative impact. As stated in Section 7.3.2.3, the County has
future plans to improve San Tomas Expressway; however, this project is not
yet funded. As stated in the EIR, once funding is secured, the proposed
project could be required to make a fair share contribution towards the
identified improvements.

Comment F3: Please provide us a copy of your Final Environmental Impact Report for our review
and comment.

Response F3: A final EIR will be sent to each respondent to the EIR.

G. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE SANTA CLARA VALLEY
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, DATED FEBRUARY 8, 2007

Comment G1: The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) has reviewed the Draft EIR
(DEIR) for a 650,000-square foot expansion of the shopping center at the northeast corner of Stevens
Creek and Winchester Boulevards. We hope to have the following concerns addressed in the
development:

Transit Support

Consideration of Bus Rapid Transit

Valley Transportation Plan 2030 (VTP 2030) and the VTA Measure A Revenue and Expenditure
Plan both include implementation of a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Corridor on Stevens Creek
Boulevard as a major initiative with funding from local and federal sources. The developments near
the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Boulevards will be a major focal point for this
Corridor. Absent from this DEIR analysis is a discussion of the proposed Stevens Creek Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT). It is anticipated that new service will begin within the next three to five years.

As stated in a letter sent by VTA on June 26, 2006 regarding the Notice of Preparation (NOP for the
proposed shopping center expansion), the BRT line will require dedicated, street-front right-of-way
for stations along both sides of Stevens Creek Boulevard between Monroe Avenue and Winchester
Boulevard. In addition, a new bus stop located on Winchester Boulevard immediately north of
Stevens Creek Boulevard for VT A Route 60 will provide needed "cross platform transfer”
functionality once the Stevens Creek BRT is in service. The letter requested that the environmental
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analysis assume BRT operations and include these facilities. City staff will work with VTA to
identify locations for BRT stations. Critical to introducing the BRT service in a compressed
schedule will be the ability to serve major generators such as the Valley Fair Mall in an efficient
manner through well-designed station facilities near the corner of Stevens Creek and Winchester
Boulevards. The developer should be required to contribute new transit station facilities at the
selected location in conjunction with implementation of BRT.

Response G1: Implementation of the planned Bus Rapid Transit line along Stevens Creek
Boulevard is a project exclusive of the proposed Valley Fair Shopping Center
expansion. The Bus Rapid Transit will in itself require study that must
identify requirements for its implementation. Those requirements may
include right-of-way acquisition to accommodate new transit stops. It is
expected that Valley Fair as well as any other properties along Stevens Creek
Boulevard will cooperate with the implementation of the bus line. However,
providing right-of-way along the Valley Fair frontage for a transit stop and
location that has yet to be identified, is not feasible. It should be noted that an
existing VTA transit center is located in the northwestern portion of the site.

Comment G2: Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections

Please discuss in the DEIR pedestrian access to the proposed project site from adjacent
neighborhoods, particularly from the recently approved senior housing at the BAREC site on
Winchester Boulevard in the City of Santa Clara. VT A recommends that the pedestrian realm along
Winchester Boulevard between the senior housing and the proposed project site be designed to be
inviting and safe. As part of the effort to provide an inviting and safe environment, please consider
amenities such as landscaping, benches, and a varied facade that is rich in pedestrian detail as
described in sections 2.1 and 4.1 of VT A's Pedestrian Technical Guidelines. For more information or
a copy of these guidelines, please contact VTA at (408) 321-5725.

Response G2: An evaluation of pedestrian and bicycle connections to Valley Fair was
completed as part of the TIA for the project. The major point of pedestrian
activity is at the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Santana Row.
The intersection provides a connection between the Santana Row and Valley
Fair shopping centers. As part of the Valley Fair expansion project, several
pedestrian enhancements will be made to this intersection to enhance access
and provide a safer environment for pedestrians.

Several pedestrian/bicycle connections, via signalized intersections, are
provided along Winchester and Dorcich Street to Valley Fair from adjacent
neighborhoods. Access along Winchester Boulevard to Valley Fair will be
provided via the existing Winchester Boulevard/Forest Avenue intersection as
well as a proposed relocation of the Dorcich Street signal. In total, there are
eight signalized intersections surrounding Valley Fair Mall that provide
pedestrian/bicycle connections to surrounding land uses. These access points
will continue to be maintained as part of the proposed project.

It should be noted that the Santa Clara Gardens project northwest of the
Valley Fair site has not yet been approved. ‘

Comment G3: The DEIR states that San Jose's General Plan designates Stevens Creek Boulevard as
a future bicycle facility. VTA considers this corridor important to bicycle travel as well and intends
to add Stevens Creek Boulevard to its network of cross-county bicycle corridors in the coming

Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 13 First Amendment to the Draft EIR
City of San Jose ' April 2007




months. Please provide information regarding the future bicycle improvements that are intended for
the proposed project site so that they may be considered as part of the work to add Stevens Creek
Boulevard to the network of cross-county bicycle corridors.

Response G3: The proposed shopping center expansion project would not affect any
existing or planned bicycle facilities on Stevens Creek Boulevard, as
described in Section 4.2.3.8 of the EIR. The proposed project does not
include improvements on Stevens Creek Boulevard to facilitate the future
designation of this roadway as a bicycle facility, nor would it preclude the
roadway from being designated as such.

As described in Section 4.4.4, Mitigation and Avoidance Measures for Air
Quality Impacts, bicycle amenities shall be provided and/or improved for the
project. As appropriate, this shall include secure bicycle parking for office
and retail employees, bicycle racks for retail customers, and bike lane
connections throughout the project site.

Comment G4: Transportation Impact Analysis Review

Proposed Mitigation for Freeway Segments ,
Page 44 of the DEIR states that the results of the freeway level of service analysis indicate that the

proposed project would create a significant impact on freeway segments on two freeways (I-880 and
[-280) in the project area. The DEIR also states that the proposed project would contribute a fair
share contribution towards identified improvements on the southbound side of the I-880/Stevens
Creek interchange to be negotiated during the funding process for the improvements. VTA strongly
supports such developer contributions towards improvements related to the freeway system adjacent
to the development.

VTA is currently undertaking a study for I-880, which includes reviewing improvements to the
Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange at [-880, Monroe Street adjacent to Valley Fair Mall, and the
Winchester Boulevard interchange at I-280. VTA encourages the developer’s input and contribution
on these improvements via coordination through the City of San Jose.

Response G4: The comment correctly states that the project would result in significant
unavoidable impacts on four directional freeway segments of I-280 and I-880.
The comment is also correct that the proposed project would contribute a fair
share contribution towards improvements at the I-880/Stevens Creek
Boulevard interchange. It is anticipated that the developer will participate in
coordination/negotiation efforts during the funding process for these
improvements.

Comment G5: Mitigation to CMP Intersection

Page 46 of the DEIR states that there would be a significant impact on the Congestion Management
Program (CMP) intersection Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard if widening of the
intersection to include a second southbound left-turn were found to be infeasible by the cities of San
Jose and Santa Clara. If this mitigation is found to be infeasible, it is recommended that the
developer provide a fair share contribution toward identified improvements at the adjacent CMP
intersection at Stevens Creek Boulevard and San Tomas Expressway. An improvement was
identified for this intersection as part of the County Expressway Study.
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Response G5: As stated on page 44 of the EIR, the proposed project would not result in a significant
impact at the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and San Tomas Expressway,
according to CMP criteria. As stated in Response F2, a significant impact would
occur at this intersection under the cumulative condition. The proposed project
would make a significant contribution towards this significant cumulative impact.

As stated in Section 7.3.2.3, the County has future plans to improve San Tomas
Expressway; however, this project is not yet funded. Once funding is secured, the
proposed project could be required to make a fair share contribution towards the
identified improvements.

The contribution of funds for improvements at the intersection of Stevens Creek
Boulevard and San Tomas Expressway would not mitigate for impacts at the
intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Winchester Boulevard.

Comment G6: Pass-by Trip Reduction Rates
A twenty five percent (25%) reduction for pass-by trips was used in this DEIR. Please provide back-
up documentation on how this percentage was derived. ‘

Response G6: Trip generation for retail uses are typically adjusted to account for pass-by-
trips because relatively few trips to a regional shopping center include a visit
to just one location within the center. A pass-by trip reduction of 25 percent
was applied to the proposed project based on City of San Jose trip generation
guidelines outlined in The City of San Jose Interim Guidelines for Traffic
Impact Analysis of Land Developments, June 1994, which are based on the
Congestion Management Agency’s TIA guidelines. The proposed Valley
Fair Shopping Center expansion meets established critena for implementation
of a pass-by trip reduction.

Comment G7: Parking

The DEIR proposes an additional 114 parking spaces beyond the City of San Jose's zoning
ordinance. The concept of not providing these spaces and using the land area for BRT
accommodation should be explored working through the City of San Jose and with VTA.

Response G7: Refer to Response G1. As stated in this comment letter, the BRT project has
not yet been designed and the locations for future BRT stations have not been
determined. It is expected that Valley Fair will cooperate with the
implementation of the bus line, but reserving extra parking area on the project
site for a transit stop that has yet to be specifically identified is not feasible.

H.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CITY OF SANTA CLARA, DATED
FEBRUARY 26, 2007.

Comment H1: This letter is to follow up on several recent communications between the cities of
Santa Clara and San Jose regarding Santa Clara's comments on the Valley Fair Expansion Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). While the City of San Jose has taken the role of Lead Agency
in the preparation of the CEQA document, the City of Santa Clara is effectively a Co-Lead Agency
as it does need to rely upon and also certify either this document or a similar analysis in order to
issue the discretionary permits for a Variance application and Architectural Approval required within
its jurisdiction. In this particular case, the entitlements and permits required to implement the project
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within our jurisdiction are key components of the overall project. Insofar as we want to utilize the
same effort and document, Santa Clara is very interested in assuring that the certification of the Final
EIR is a thorough and comprehensive evaluation of the issues of concern.

Response H1: During the preparation of the EIR, the City of Santa Clara was consulted as to
their agency status for the project EIR process. The City of Santa Clara
determined at that time that they would serve as a Responsible Agency under
CEQA. In addition, the City of Santa Clara did not request to be a co-lead
agency during the circulation period of the Notice of Preparation (June 16,
2006 through July 17, 2006) for the EIR.

In commenting on the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project EIR,
the City of Santa Clara is acting as a Responsible Agency consistent with
CEQA Guidelines §15096 (d) which states that “A responsible agency should
review and comment on draft EIRs and negative declarations for projects
which the responsible agency would later be asked to approve.” The CEQA
Guidelines go on to say “The comments shall be limited to those project
activities which are within the agency’s area of expertise or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency or which will be subject
to the exercise of powers by the agency.”

In this case, the City of Santa Clara has permitting authority over the
components of the project proposed to be constructed in Santa Clara,
including the relocated bank and grocery/drugstore buildings.

Comment H2: At the outset, I would like to thank you for the time that you and several City of San
José staff members took to meet with our Public Works Director, Acting Traffic Engineer and our
Development Review Manager on February 15 to discuss the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study
and the traffic analysis for the Valley Fair DEIR. As we have discussed, the changes to the mall that
are being proposed by Westfield are important to both cities in a number of ways. These important
and vital changes require an environmental document that analyzes the impacts that will be
associated with increasing floor space at the mall by almost 650,000 square feet and altering site
access. The alterations may have significant impacts to those who visit the site as well as those who
live or work near the site, and even to those who merely pass by the center at certain times. With that
in mind, the City of Santa Clara is providing its comments to the DEIR. I apologize for the delay in
meeting your deadline and our later commitment of last week, but we hope that these comments will
result in a more thorough evaluation for the public and the decision makers in both cities.

Response H2: The comment is noted. No further response is required, as no questions on
the EIR are raised by the comment.

Comment H3: Transportation and Traffic Impacts

Issue 1: Potential neighborhood traffic impacts resulting from the praject are not reflected in DEIR.
The Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study by Hexagon Transportation Consultant, Inc., dated October
23, 2006 was prepared for this project. No references have been made in the DEIR to this report; it is
referenced in the TIA information in the appendices, but the report itself is not included there. The
study appears to recognize that the residential neighborhoods to the west of Valley Fair could
experience up to 44% percent increase in vehicle trips on Henry Avenue. While comparing the
existing and future daily traffic on Henry Avenue as cited in Figure 2 and 7 of the report, the increase
in traffic volume is from 369 to 1,111 (an increase of 742 daily trips, approximately 300%). In
contrast, the DEIR concludes that no neighborhood impacts will occur.
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Per the discussion with your staff, we understand that San Jose maintains that the traffic increase is
attributed to the existing neighborhood traffic being redirected within the neighborhood as a result of
proposed street improvements along Winchester Boulevard.

Response Requested: The DEIR should adequately address whether a threshold of traffic impact in
the neighborhood has been identified and provide the quantitative criteria and/or applicable City of
San Jose policy that specifically addresses this analysis. If there is not a threshold or an impact that
is applicable, this should be clearly stated. Changes to the traffic patterns and increased vehicle trips
on any given street within the neighborhood may appear to residents as an impact of the project, even
if not the result of increased trip generation from outside the neighborhood or even measurable
according to any standard acceptable methodology. Even if this not a significant impact under
standard analysis methodologies, the neighborhood will still perceive these increases as a negative,
qualitative impact on the current operation of the streets in the area. The DEIR should therefore
explain how the changes of distribution of trips on streets within the Henry/Dorcich neighborhood is
not considered an adverse impact under CEQA, address the effects as significant or not and
determine that mitigation measures are or are not required by CEQA.

Response H3: The Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study was prepared by the project traffic
engineers at the request of the City of Santa Clara to determine the effects on
nearby residential streets immediately west of Winchester Boulevard, of
signal modifications on Winchester Boulevard proposed by the Valley Fair
and Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) projects. The Dorcich Street
Neighborhood Study was included in Volume II of the EIR, as an Appendix
to the TIA.

The proposed signal modifications on Winchester Boulevard as part of the
Valley Fair project include relocating the signal at Dorcich Street and
Winchester Boulevard to a new shopping center entrance north of the existing
signal. Left-turns would be allowed from northbound Winchester Boulevard
to westbound Dorcich Street to allow neighborhood access and access to the
existing commercial uses on Dorcich Street; however, left-turns from
eastbound Dorcich Street to northbound Winchester Boulevard would no
longer be allowed. The Santa Clara Gardens project proposes to remove the
signal at the intersection of North Forest Street and Winchester Boulevard
and North Forest Avenue would be restricted to right-in and right-out only. A
new west leg of the Forest Avenue and Winchester Boulevard intersection
would be constructed into the proposed Santa Clara Gardens project site.

As described in the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study, weekday and
Saturday daily traffic volumes on Dorcich and Cecil Streets would decrease
approximately 68% to 98% in the eastbound direction due to signal
modifications on Winchester Boulevard. Traffic on Henry Avenue, however,
would increase to serve displaced traffic in the neighborhood. Weekday and
daily traffic volumes along northbound Henry Avenue would increase
approximately 17% to 44%. Even with the increases due to the displacement
of traffic, Henry Avenue would serve a total of 1,000 or fewer trips per day.
Residential streets have the capacity to serve anywhere from 1,200 to 1,800
vehicles per day and still maintain a suitable residential character, according
to City of San José and Santa Clara criteria.
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Neither the City of San Jose nor the City of Santa Clara has thresholds for
CEQA impacts on residential streets. Impacts are determined based on
Levels of Service at intersections only. Therefore, the Valley Fair Expansion
Project EIR did not identify impacts to these neighborhood streets and no
mitigation is required or proposed. It should be noted, however, that the City
of San José’s Traffic Calming Policy shall be implemented on City of San
José streets after project construction and once traffic re-distnbutes (usually
between six months and one year post-construction) as a result of signal
modifications on Winchester Boulevard. Studies shall be done to determine
what types, if any, of traffic calming mechanisms would be most beneficial to
redirect traffic in the neighborhood and where they would be located. The
City of Santa Clara will determine a process for implementing traffic calming
mechanisms within their jurisdiction. The project applicant shall be required
to fund such traffic calming improvements.

Please see Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR for revisions to the
text of the EIR clarifying how modifications at the Dorcich Street/Winchester
Boulevard intersection would not result in any adverse traffic impacts under
CEQA or the requirements of the cities of Santa Clara and San José.

Comment H4: Issue 2: The Traffic Study was done to address the weekend peak hour of the use,
with traffic counts taken on a Saturday in April, but it does not account for seasonal traffic increases
that are commonly attributed to the November/December shopping period.

Response Requested: Trip generation during busiest season (seasonal variations) should be
acknowledged and quantified in the TIA and EIR. Methodology standards for seasonal impacts
should be discussed. In the event there are no applicable standards, this should be stated, as it likely
will be an item of public concern. If there is an appropriate evaluation, this should be undertaken and
consideration should be given to how such seasonal demands could be accommodated, including the
impacts and mitigations of seasonal variations to the neighborhood streets. If there are no
appropriate mitigation measures for a limited seasonal impact, this should be so stated and justified
in the findings at the time of project approval.

Response H4: Analysis of seasonal traffic conditions is not typically completed because it only
represents a two to three week period during the year. The analysis of seasonal
traffic conditions and its conclusions could warrant costly improvements that
would only serve traffic for that short time period. The analysis of weekday peak
hour traffic conditions is a representation of the normal traffic conditions
throughout the year. Therefore, necessary improvements identified as part of the
weekday LOS analyses will be beneficial to roadway conditions year round.

As stated ahove, neither the City of San José nor the City of Santa Clara has
significance criteria for seasonal traffic impacts. It should be noted that the
improvements included as part of the project on Stevens Creek Boulevard would
serve to improve traffic conditions during the holiday season as well.

Comment HS: Issue 3: Pass-by trip reduction of 25 percent was used in the Traffic Impact
Analysis (TIA) and referenced in the DEIR.
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Response Requested: The TIA should clearly explain, justify, and document the 25 percent trip
reduction as recommended in the TIA Guidelines prepared by the Valley Transportation Authority
(VTA).

Response HS: Please refer to Response G6 of this First Amendment to the EIR.

Comment H6: Utilities
Issue 4: There is no reference to Silicon Valley Power (SVP) jurisdiction and power supply.

The DEIR only addresses Pacific Gas & Electric as providing power in the area. For the portions of
the site in Santa Clara, the City's electric utility, Silicon Valley Power, will be the provider. The
document states that there is no impact to existing utilities. While current power supply appears to
be adequate, new electrical service lines and associated vaults would be required from SVP to serve a
portion of the development located in Santa Clara. Modification to existing casements and
recordation of new easements may be required for the portion of the project in Santa Clara.

Response Requested: Revise language in DEIR to reflect utilities required and provided by the City
of Santa Clara.

Response H6: Electricity and natural gas for the shopping center structure, portions of which
are located in Santa Clara, would be served by PG&E. The comment is
correct that power for the portion of the project site proposed for the relocated
grocery/drug store and two bank buildings would be served by Silicon Valley
Power. Please refer to Section IV. of this First Amendment to the Draft EIR
for text revisions.

As stated in this comment, current power supplies appear to be adequate for
the proposed project. The installation of new electric service lines and/or
associated vaults would not result in environmental impacts in excess of those
identified in the EIR.

Comment H7:

Issue 5: The DEIR incorrectly identifies the City of San Jose as having sole jurisdiction over the
provision of wastewater treatment to the site, including conveyance system issues. The portion of the
development located in Santa Clara will be served by Santa Clara. The DEIR only identifies San
Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) capacity. There is no reference to
conveyance. Impacts are identified as "Less than Significant."

Santa Clara Public Works Department has identified several areas where sewer conveyance lines are
at capacity, including parts of the system on Winchester Boulevard. There is no environmental
assessment made about the conveyance capacity for sewer lines under Santa Clara's jurisdiction.
Depending upon proposed sewer connections required for the project area served by Santa Clara
facilities, sewer conveyance capacity is a possible factor requiring additional analysis and mitigation.
Under this current status, the conclusion regarding impacts of the project is unsubstantiated.

Response Requested: Potential sewer impacts associated with the proposed project must be
identified, and appropriate studies undertaken. The conclusion of those studies along and possible
mitigation must be included in the DEIR as appropriate. Should the upgrading of sewer lines be
required for the project, the potential for growth inducing impacts associated with possible new
sewer lines must also be discussed in the DEIR.
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Response H7: As stated in Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIR, wastewater treatment service in the
project area is provided by the Cities of San José and Santa Clara through the
San José/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP). This includes
the proposed project site.

The proposed relocation and reconstruction of the grocery/drugstore and bank
buildings would result in a net increase of approximately 45,000 square feet
of commercial/retail space within the City of Santa Clara. This development
would generate approximately 2,873 gallons per day of sewage to be treated
at the WPCP. As stated in Section 4.11.2.4 of the EIR, this is not a
significant increase. There is sufficient capacity in an existing 15-inch City
of San José pipeline in Winchester Boulevard to accommodate this discharge.
This pipeline was installed to accommodate the Santana Row project.

Comment HS8:

Issue 6: In discussing water supplies to serve the project, San Jose did not seek a water supply
assessment from the City of Santa Clara. To reach this conclusion, the DEIR split the water
requirements based on which portion of the project required what water.

California Water Code sections 10910 to 10912 require that water supplies for certain types of
development be included in environmental review documents. First, section 10912 (a)(2) states that
"projects" governed by these requirements include any shopping center containing 500,000 square
feet. Once a development proposal meets the definition of a project, the lead agency must then
identify the public water systems that could serve any portion of the project. Once identified, the
public water system must then answer the questions posed in section 10910 regarding whether the
project was included in the most recent urban water management plan and other issues regarding the
long-term (i.e. more than 20 years) water supply to support the anticipated growth.

In the DEIR, the City of San Jose identified that the City of Santa Clara was a public water system
providing water to part of the project site. In a footnote, the DEIR indicated that no water report was
necessary from Santa Clara because the portion of the project site within Santa Clara did not meet the
statutory threshold. However, the statutory scheme views the entirety of the project, not just what
portions of the project may or may not be served by certain public purveyors. This conclusion is
borne out by the language in section 10910 that describes the possibility of multiple water suppliers
being required to fumish reports for individual projects. Segmenting the project to areas where less
than 500,000 is present is contrary to the law. As such, a water supply assessment obtained from
Santa Clara needs to be included in the DEIR.

Response Requested: Include a water supply assessment from the City of Santa Clara in the EIR. In
the event there is not sufficient water, be prepared to discuss, as required by CEQA, the alternate
sources available and the potential impacts associated with using such sources.

Response H8: The Valley Fair Shopping Center site is located within the jurisdiction of two
different water retailers as described in Section 4.11.2.2 of the EIR. Because
the vast majority (approximately 600,000 square feet) of the project is located
within the portion of the site within the jurisdiction of the San José¢ Water
Company (SJWC), a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) was requested from
SJWC and included in the EIR. A WSA was requested by the City of San
José from the City of Santa Clara Water and Sewer Utilities (CSC) on March
22,2007. Based on a review of the City of Santa Clara’s Urban Water
Management Plan and current operating conditions for the water distribution
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system, the CSC concluded that they will be able to adequately supply the
Valley Fair Shopping Center expansion without any additional sources of
water supply or operational changes. The CSC WSA is included in this First
Amendment to the EIR. No new environmental impacts of the proposed
projects were identified in the WSA prepared by the CSC.

Comment HY:

Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures ‘
Issue 7: In several instances, San Jose finds certain mitigation measures infeasible because
identified mitigation measures cannot be implemented by San Jose.

In the recent case, City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of the California State University (2006) 39
Cal.4th 341, the California Supreme Court clarified the role a lead agency plays when imposing

mitigation measures where impacts outside the lead agency's jurisdiction occur. Key points raised by
the Court are:

¢ CEQA requires a public agency to "mitigate or avoid its projects’ significant effects not just on
the agency's own property but on the environment."

* A finding of a mitigation measure to be infeasible, because there was no assurance that the fees
would be used to provide the required mitigation is not a basis to reject a jurisdiction's own
ability to make a voluntary payment.

Response Requested. In view of the Marina case, responses should be amended to include the
current legal standard required for determinations of infeasibility of mitigation for impacts that occur
outside the lead agency's jurisdiction.

Response HY: The EIR identifies significant impacts at the intersection of Winchester
Boulevard and Stevens Creek Boulevard, both during the near-term and long-
term (cumulative) conditions. As stated in the EIR (Sections 4.2.4.1, 4.2.5,
and 7.3.2.3), mitigation for the impact is available (an additional left-turn lane
from southbound Winchester Boulevard to eastbound Stevens Creek
Boulevard) and the feasibility of improving the Winchester
Boulevard/Stevens Creek Boulevard intersection will be determined by both
the cities of San José and Santa Clara during their respective permitting
processes. The cities have been working together to determine feasibility of
the proposed improvements at this intersection; however, the improvements
are within the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Clara. The project applicant is
willing to fund the improvement if the City of Santa Clara allows its
construction.

While the determination of the feasibility of the improvements at the
intersection of Winchester Boulevard and Stevens Creek Boulevard has not
yet been made, the City of Santa Clara has requested that the impact at this
intersection be described as Significant Unavoidable rather than Less than
Significant if Mitigation is Determined to be Feasible and made a
Condition of Approval (Section 4.2.4.1 of the EIR). Both scenarios were
described in the EIR and therefore, no new impacts are described. Refer to
Response H10, below.
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Comment H10:

Issue 8: The DEIR identifies certain impacts and proposed mitigations. However, the DEIR then
attempts to defer analysis of the mitigations and then feasibility until after the project has been
approved. ’

Public Resources Code section 21002 provides in part:
"The Legislature finds and declares that is it the policy of the state that public agencies
should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternative or feasible mitigation
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of
such projects... The Legislature further finds and declares that in the event specific
economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project altematives or such
mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant
effects thereof.”

The determination to reject alternatives or mitigation measures must be supported by recorded
findings. (Pub. Resources Code § 21081.) In order to meet this requirement, the agency must weigh
the feasibility of the proposed alternatives and to make findings regarding feasibility. Citizens For
Quality Growth v. City of Mount Shasta (1998) 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 243 Cal.Rptr. 727.

Where the determination of infeasibility is premised on the cost of the mitigation measure, the
question is not whether there is increased cost or lost profit but upon whether the effect of the
proposed mitigation is such that the project is rendered impractical. Citizens of Goleta Valley v.
Board of Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181, 243 Cal.Rptr. 339.) The fact that a project
costs too much to be profitable or cannot operate at a profit so as to render it impractical does not
hinge on the wealth of its proponent. No proponent, whether wealthy or not, is likely to proceed with
a project that will not be economically successful. But, if the project can be economically successful
with mitigation, then CEQA requires that mitigation, regardless of the proponent's financial status
(Ibid.)

Response Requested: Findings must be provided for any responses that are deemed "infeasible" at
the time the DEIR is prepared. Determination of the feasibility of mitigation measures cannot be
deferred under CEQA. Amend responses as necessary to comply with CEQA.

Response H10: As stated in Response H9, the feasibility of the proposed improvements to the
Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard intersection will be
determined by the Cities of San José and Santa Clara during their respective
permitting processes. The project applicant is willing to provide funding for
the identified improvement; however, providing funding is dependent on a
determination by the City of Santa Clara that the improvement is feasible
since this improvement is to occur with the City of Santa Clara.

As described in Responses F2 and G5, the County of Santa Clara has future
plans to improve San Tomas expressway; however, this project is not yet
funded. Once funding is secured, the proposed project could be required to
make a fair share contribution towards the identified improvements. Impacts
to freeway segments cannot be mitigated as described in Section 4.2.4.2
because the cost of business and residential relocation as well as freeway
widening 1s too great for just one project to bear and the improvements are
within the jurisdiction and control of Caltrans.
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As stated in §15091 of the CEQA Guidelines, no public agency shall approve
or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified which identifies one
or more significant environmental effects of the project unless the public
agency makes one or more written findings for each of those significant
effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding.
One of the possible findings that can be made is that changes or alterations
made to a project to reduce the significant environmental effect are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of another agency. In this case, the agency
within whose jurisdiction the changes are to occur, can or should make
findings.

In this case, the improvements to the intersection of Stevens Creek and
Winchester Boulevards and freeway segments are within the jurisdiction of
Santa Clara and Caltrans respectively; therefore, the City of San José cannot
require these improvements. Santa Clara will determine the feasibility of
mitigation within its jurisdiction when it considers the approvals required for
the portion of the project within its jurisdiction. The EIR does not attempt to
defer analysis of mitigation measures or feasibility. The mitigation measures
are identified in Section 4.2.4 of the EIR and the determination of feasibility
must be made by the jurisdictions in which the improvements are to occur.
Further, the EIR does not make the determination that any of the mitigation

- measures are infeasible based solely on cost. Jurisdictional issues also play a
role in the feasibility of mitigation measures.

Comment H11:

Construction Impacts ‘

Issue 9: The parking analysis only describes post construction circulation and onsite parking
numbers. There is no description of parking impacts, on-site circulation modifications, and displaced
parking, or their effects on the existing shopping center during construction.

It is anticipated that restricted access necessary to allow for construction vehicles, materials staging,
safety buffer zones and construction fields, will have an impact on surrounding roadways, available
onsite parking and potentially neighborhood traffic during construction phases, particularly when the
Santa Clara portion of the development takes place.

Response Requested: The DEIR should include discussion of site and circulation impacts to the
existing shopping center and surrounding roadways.

Response H11: The project applicant has indicated that during construction, overall parking
deficits should be no more than one to two percent of the total parking
provided on site. As described in Section 2.1.7 of the EIR, the first phase of
construction would be development of the new grocery/drug store and bank
buildings on the Santa Clara portion of the site. Approximately 50 parking
spaces would be removed in order to prepare the building pad for the new
grocery/drugstore building. Once construction commences, the existing
grocery/drugstore building would be removed and replaced with parking. It
is estimated that this process would take approximately three months, during
which time, there would be no grocery/drugstore and the demand for parking
in this portion of the site would be correspondingly reduced.
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Also as described in Section 2.1.7 of the EIR, the new Parking Structure E
would be constructed before any expansion of the existing shopping center
structure is begun. If parking demand becomes an issue during construction,
employees would park off-site at Santa Clara University and be shuttled to
the Valley Fair site, just as they do in November and December during the
holiday season. Construction traffic would utilize the major arterials that
border the site and would be timed to avoid peak hour traffic, to the extent
possible. Construction of the proposed project would be phased and on-site
construction traffic would be routed in such as way as to minimize potential
on-site parking and circulation conflicts.

Comment H12: Attached please find a summary of pages subject to revisions based on the content
of this letter. Thank you for allowing us this opportunity to review the DEIR. If you should have any
questions, please feel free to contact me, or Gloria Sciara, at (408) 615-2450.

Response H12:

1Y)

The summary of pages subject to revisions provided by the City of Santa
Clara and statements as to whether the changes were made to the text of the
EIR are included below. The required responses are included in
comments/responses H1-H12, above.

Section 3.1.3.9 Level of Service Policies:

a)

b)

d)

This Section number should be corrected. It comes after Section 3.1.3.4 but before
Section 3.1.3.5. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this
First Amendment to the EIR.

(Page 18) Policy #6: What is the definition of Level of Service “D” for sanitary
sewer conveyance capacity? As stated on page 18 of the EIR, Level of Service “D”
for sanitary sewer lines is defined as restricted sewage flow during peak flow
conditions. No change was made to the EIR text. '

The City of Santa Clara sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria is not specified
in the report. Need to add. The proposed project will utilize existing City of San
José sewer conveyance capacity in a pipeline in Winchester Boulevard that was
installed to accommodate the Santana Row project. No change was made to the
EIR text.

Consistency: Same mitigation as for the City of San Jose, if the City of Santa Clara
sanitary sewer conveyarce capacity criteria is exceeded. The proposed project will
utilize existing City of San José sewer conveyance capacity in a pipeline in
Winchester Boulevard that was installed to accommodate the Santana Row
project. No change was made to the EIR text.

2) Section 4.8.3.3 Long-Term Water Quality Impacts (Page 82)
Table 4.8-1: The column heading of “Existing SF” should read “Project SF” and the column
heading of “Project SF” should read “Existing SF””. Revisions to the text of the EIR are
shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR.

3) Section 4.1.2.3 Impacts from the Project (Page 28)
References the traffic impacts (increases in traffic may affect nearby commercial and
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10)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9

residential, yet concludes that the project impact is “Less than Significant”. See comments
regarding Hexagon’s Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study in our letter under “Transportation
and Traffic Impacts” and amend report. This section refers to the traffic section of the
EIR. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment
to the EIR.

Section 4.1.2.5 Short-term construction and Demolition Impacts (Page 28)

Section does not include discussion on temporary loss of parking and restricted site access.
Please refer to comments in our letter under “Construction Impacts” and amend report to
include these temporary impacts and measures to offset site and parking impacts. Revisions
to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR.

Section 4.2.1.5 Existing Traffic Operations (Page 37)

Include discussion regarding existing and future traffic numbers as discussed in the Dorcich
Street Neighborhood Study as referenced in our letter under “Transportation and Traffic
Impacts”. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this First
Amendment to the EIR.

Section 4.2.2 Background Conditions (Page 37)
Include discussion regarding existing Dorcich Street neighborhood traffic counts. Revisions
to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR.

Section 4.2.3.1 Thresholds for Significance (Transportation and Traffic Impacts) (Page 38)
Include cniteria regarding thresholds for neighborhood traffic that would apply to Dorcich
Street neighborhood traffic increases. Neither the City of San José nor the City of Santa
Clara has significance criteria for neighborhood street traffic impacts. Therefore,
significance criteria were not added to this section of the EIR. The Dorcich Street
Neighborhood Study is discussed in Section 4.2.3.11 and 7.3.2.2 of the EIR, as described
in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR.

Section 4.2.3.10 Site Access and On-site Impacts (Page 45)

3rd Paragraph references the relocated Dorcich Street Intersection and post-project level of
service (LOS B), and references that this improvement is under Santa Clara’s authority.
Please see Issue 8 of our letter and amend text so that the analysis of mitigation measures is
addressed in current document rather than deferred as currently noted. Revisions to the text
of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR.

Section 4.2.4.1 Mitigation for Significant Impact at Steven’s Creek Boulevard/Winchester
Boulevard Intersection (Page 46)

Impacts are identified as “Less than Significant Impact if Mitigation is Determined to be
Feasible and made a Condition of Project Approval” “Significant Unavoidable impact if
Mitigation is Determined to be Infeasible”. Please see “Infeasibility of Mitigation Measure”
section of our letter and amend the DEIR to include the current legal standard required for
determinations of infeasibility. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of
this First Amendment to the EIR.

Section 4.2.5 Conclusion regarding Transportation and Traffic Impacts (Page 47)

a) Paragraph 1 concludes that the project “would not result in significant traffic
impacts... during weekday peak hours.” It further states, “No mitigation measures are
required or proposed” This statement needs to be clarified. The project does have
significant traffic impacts and mitigation measures are proposed but not referenced

Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 25 First Amendment to the Draft EIR
City of San Jose 7 April 2007



11)

12)

13)

14)

here. The proposed project would not result in significant impacts at any City of
San José or CMP intersections during the weekday AM or PM peak hour.
Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. Impacts would occur during
the Saturday peak hour as described in Section 4.2.3.4. This revision was not
made.

b) Paragraph 2 Defers determination of feasibility for the traffic mitigation measures that
would be constructed under the City of Santa Clara’s approval and jurisdiction. Please
see “Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures” section of our letter and amend text to
include the current legal standard required for determinations of infeasibility.
Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment
to the EIR.

c) Paragraph 3 identifies improvements to the 1-280/1-880 interchange, as “Significant
Unavoidable Impact” with no feasible mitigation measures available. Please see
“Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures” section of our letter and amend text to include
the current legal standard required for determinations of infeasibility. Please refer to
Response H10. This revision was not made,

d) This section should also reference conclusion of Hexagon’s Dorcich Street
Neighborhood Study as referenced in our letter under “Transportation and Traffic
Impacts” with appropriate rationale and conclusions based on San Jose’s thresholds
for significance. The results of the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study have been
added to the EIR in Section 4.2.3.11, as described in Section IV. of this First
Amendment to the EIR. They are not presented in Section 4.2.5 of the EIR
because neither the City of San José nor the City of Santa Clara have
significance criteria for impacts on streets and a CEQA impact can therefore, not
occur. For this reason, thresholds of significance are not included in Section
4.2.5 of the EIR, as described in Response H9.

Section 4.11.1.2 Storm Drainage Systems (Page 95)

Add the following: “New storm drain lines will be constructed and existing lines will be
upgraded, as necessary, to comply with City of San Jose and City of Santa Clara storm drain
conveyance capacity criteria.” Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of
this First Amendment to the EIR.

Section 4.11.1.3 Sanitary Sewer/Wastewater Treatment (Page 96)

In the first sentence of the last paragraph, include the City of Santa Clara as an additional
agency that owns and maintains sanitary sewer lines serving part of the site. Also include in
said paragraph, the City of Santa Clara’s sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria.
Revisions to the text of the EIR regarding the fact that the City of Santa Clara also
maintains sanitary sewer lines in the project area are shown in Section IV. of this First
Amendment to the EIR. Because the proposed project will utilize existing City of San
José sewer conveyance capacity in a pipeline in Winchester Boulevard, no changes were
made to the EIR text regarding City of Santa Clara sanitary sewer conveyance capacity
criteria.

Section 4.11.1.5 Electric, Natural Gas, and Telephone Services (Page 96)

State that Silicon Valley Power (City of Santa Clara Electric Department) as a public electric
utility, provides electricity to part of the site. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in
Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR.

Section 4.11.2.1 Thresholds for Significance (Utility and Service Impacts) (Page 97)
Include thresholds, which states that, the upgrading or existing sewer lines should current
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15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

conditions exceed capacity of the existing sanitary sewer lines located in and served by the
City of Santa Clara. Add language stating that the project is to comply with the City of Santa
Clara Sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria. Because the proposed project will
utilize existing City of San José sewer conveyance capacity in a pipeline in Winchester
Boulevard, no changes were made to the EIR text regarding City of Santa Clara
sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria or thresholds.

Section 4.11.2.4 Sanitary Sewer/Wastewater Treatment Impacts (Page 98)

How was the determination made that the expansion would not exceed the capacity of the
existing sanitary sewer lines in the City of Santa Clara? Add language stating that the project
is to comply with the City of Santa Clara Sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria.
Because the proposed project will utilize existing City of San José sewer conveyance
capacity in a pipeline in Winchester Boulevard, no changes were made to the EIR text
regarding City of Santa Clara sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria or
thresholds.

Section 4.11.2.6 Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telephone Service Impacts. (Page 99)

Need to include Silicon Valley Power (City of Santa Clara Electric Department) as a public
electric utility, serving part of the site. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in
Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR.

Section 4.11.3 Mitigation and Avoidance Measures for Impacts to Utilities and Service
Systems (Page 99)

Need to determine if the City of Santa Clara storm drain and sanitary sewer systems are not
significantly impacted before making the statement that there are no significant impacts.
Because the proposed project will utilize existing City of San José sewer conveyance
capacity in a pipeline in Winchester Boulevard, no changes were made to the EIR text
regarding City of Santa Clara sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria or
thresholds. Project-generated stormwater flow to the City of Santa Clara storm drain
system would not be significantly different than the existing condition. Revisions to the
text of the EIR regarding the City of Santa Clara’s storm drain system are shown in
Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR.

Section 4.11.4 Conclusion Regarding Utilities and Service System Impacts (Page 99)

For the second and third paragraphs, see comment made under Section 4.11.3 above. In the
fifth paragraph, include input from Silicon Valley Power (City of Santa Clara Electric
Department). Also see comment under Section 4.11.1.5. Revisions to the text of the EIR
are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR.

Section 4.11.2.1 Thresholds for Significance (Page 97)

Include thresholds applicable for the City of Santa Clara as described in our comment letter
under Issue 3 of the Utilities discussion. Revisions to the text of the EIR regarding Santa
Clara’s storm drain system are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the
EIR.

Section 4.11.2.2 Water Supply Impacts (Page 97)

Please see Issue 3 under the Utilities section of our letter and amend discussion in the DEIR
to reflect the required water supply analysis. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in
Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR.
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21)

22)

23)

24)

Section 4.11.4 Conclusions regarding Utilities and Service Systems Impacts (Page 99)
Revise impacts assumptions upon completion of necessary studies and statutes as discussed
under the section of our letter titled “Utilities.” Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown
in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR.

Section 7.3.2 Cumulative Transportation Impacts (Page 121)

This section should include discussion regarding effects of the proposed and future projects in
on the Dorcich Street Neighborhood. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section
IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR.

Section 7.3.2 Mitigation Measures for Cumulative Transportation Impacts (Page 125)
Amend each section’s Determination of Significance statements to reflect our discussion
under “Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures” of our letter to comply with current legal
standard required for determinations of infeasibility. Refer to Response H9. Revisions to
the text of the EIR were not made.

Section 8.2 Growth Inducing Impacts (Page 129)

Reconsider conclusion in light of the potential sewer conveyance capacity issue for parts of
the project, which are located in and served by the City of Santa Clara that has not been
studied to date. The proposed project site is located in an area of urban development and
would not foster additional growth, either directly or indirectly. Utilities and service
systems exist within the project area and would not need to be extended onto the project
site. The text in Section 8.2 of the EIR was revised to reflect consistency with the City of
Santa Clara’s General Plan. Revisions to the text are shown in Section IV. of this First
Amendment to the EIR.

ORGANIZATIONS

L

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BERLINER COHEN ATTORNEYS AT LAW,
DATED FEBRUARY 5, 2007

Comment I1: On behalf of Federal Realty Investment Trust, we submit the following comment on
the above-referenced Draft EIR.

The recent rezoning of Santana Row is properly listed as a cumulative project in Table 7.0-1 on page
120. However, the project description is not completely accurate. A more accurate project
description would be as follows:

The Planned Development Rezoning: 1) allows up to 400 additional multi-family attached
residences (1,601 total units if a second hotel is not built) or up to 210 additional dwelling
units (1,411 total units if the second 190 room hotel is built); 2) allows an additiona] 15,000
square feet of retail/commercial space for a total of 695,000 square feet; 3) allows up to
20,000 square feet of currently permitted general retail/commercial space to be replaced with
20,000 square feet of restaurant space for a total of 115,200 square feet of restaurant/night
club uses.
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Response I1: The comment is noted. The traffic included in the Santana Row project for
the Valley Fair project cumulative analysis represents this project description
and therefore, no new impacts would occur.

J. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CORY NEIGHBORHOOD
ASSOCIATION, DATED FEBRUARY 12, 2007

Comment J1: The Cory Neighborhood Association (CNA) has prepared this response in regard to
the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project
HO6427/GPO&T-04. The Cory Neighborhood Association represents approximately 1,400
households in San Jose, bordered on the west by Winchester Blvd., on the north by Newhall St., on
the east by Bascom Ave. and Interstate 880, and on the south by Forest Ave. For a detailed map of
our neighborhood please visit http:/www.coryneighborhood.org/map.html

Background
For the past 5 years our Neighborhood Association has been aggressively seeking traffic calming

measures and better traffic management of the increasing number of vehicles in our area. Our
neighborhood is constantly inundated with cut-through traffic, speeding on major thoroughfares and
increased traffic congestion at almost every major intersection around and in our neighborhood. Our
attempts to address these issues with traffic calming and other departments within the City of San
Jose have not yielded lasting results.

Assessment

Our Association adamantly opposes any further deterioration of intersections around and in our
neighborhood without the appropriate measures by the City of San Jose to protect resident safety,
acceptable level of service (LOS) at intersections and manageable traffic levels. The cumulative
effect of planned developments around our neighborhood (Santana Row expansion, BAREC
development, proposed Valley Fair Expansion) will further deteriorate the LOS at intersections that
are already operating at or near capacity, further burden a failing freeway interchange at interstate
280/880, and most likely increase the volume of traffic in our neighborhood.

Response J1: The TIA prepared for the proposed Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion
project followed guidelines set forth by the City of San José and the VTA as
described in Response E1. All intersections to which the project was
projected to add 10 or more peak hour trips per lane to any movement were
studied as part of the TIA. The intersection nearest the Cory neighborhood
that would experience a significant traffic impact as a result of the proposed

. project is the intersection of Winchester Boulevard and Stevens Creek
Boulevard. This intersection would be impacted during the Saturday peak
hour under both the near-term and cumulative condition, which includes the
Santana Row and Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) projects. Mitigation is
available for the impact at this intersection and is identified in the EIR;
however, its feasibility shall be determined by the cities of San José and Santa
Clara during their respective project approval processes.

Comment J2: As advocates for our community, we have consistently strived to maintain a positive
dialogue with Westfield's Valley Fair over the past 3 years. Rather than fuel an opposition effort
against their proposal, we are trying to partner with them to find mutual interests that benefit both our
groups. In the long term, this will not be possible without the support and investment in
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infrastructure by the City of San Jose. We fully understand the importance of further development of
retail commerce within the City of San Jose. However it is specifically disadvantageous to our
neighborhood to force our residents to completely absorb the impact in exchange for increased sales
tax revenue that will benefit the entire City of San Jose. Our residents will have to deal with the
aftermath of the proposed developments years after they are finished.

To clarify, we are not explicitly opposed to any new development or expansion for the sake of
progress, however we ask that the City of San Jose get serious about making long-overdue
improvements to our neighborhood and find ways to manage the traffic congestion, support
reasonable LOS at intersections, and protect the integnity of our neighborhood community. We
would like to see our neighborhood prosper alongside the development, but we really need the full
support of the City of San Jose to make that a reality.

The Cory Neighborhood Association would like to be involved as much as possible in ongoing
discussions, comments, and reviews regarding this project. Please keep us informed so that we can
represent our neighbors and ensure that this project benefits the City of San Jose and all Cory
residents.

Response J2: The comment is noted for the record and will be considered by the City
Council as part of its decision-making process on the proposed shopping
center expansion. No further response is required as the comment does not
raise any environmental issues or questions about the adequacy of the EIR.

INDIVIDUALS

K. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CAMERON M. COLSON, DATED
JANUARY 3, 2007

Comment K1: Is the current STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN for The
Westfield SITE a.) current, b.) effective and appropriate, c.) monitored?

Response K1: A stormwater pollution prevention plan is typically only active during
construction; therefore, there is no current SWPPP on the site. A SWPPP
shall be prepared and approved for the site prior to construction of any phase
of the project, as stated in Mitigation Measure MM 4.8-1 of the EIR. Final
design of the site’s stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be
approved by the cities of Santa Clara and San José’s Directors of Planning
and/or Public Works during the respective permitting processes.

Comment K2: T would like to input comment: "Tennant Improvement Projects” result in many
common and avoidable Storm Water violations.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Unannounced video monitor condition of drainage of site, currently.
Baseline compliance verification is recommended prior to any council action in this matter. Video
monitor from the ground all storm drain inlets, giving perspective to the drainage areas into the inlet
itself. Observe inside drain to see the condition of each inlet. Check all loading docks for storm
drains. Inspect garbage/refuse areas. Identify surface tracking of residue or other grease from food
services. Submit tape to the record in this matter to the city council for their edification.
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I believe that there exists reasonable solutions... economical, effective, and ecologically responsible.

Response K2: Mitigation measures are included in the project to reduce impacts associated
with short- and long-term water quality impacts of the project. These
measures are included in Section 4.8.4 of the EIR.

Comment K3: PS there is/'was a mobile vehicle detail company operating on this site.

Response K3: It is possible that mobile vehicle detailing services were administered on the
project site from time to time; however, there has never been a permanent
vehicle detailing business located on the Valley Fair site. Such a business is
not a contemplated use as part of the proposed project.

L. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM KATHRYN MATHEWSON, DATED

JANUARY 8§, 2007

Comment L1: I attended the hearings at Valley Fair on the expansion and signed my name to
receive further information. I am amazed that you have left out the concerned citizens in informing
them about the Westfield Valley Fair Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). I have received
nothing from you and only by chance received information from a Save BAREC member a few days
ago. Thank you for extending the comment period so my voice could be heard. However, I am afraid
that many other voices will not be heard because they are unaware of this DEIR.

Response L1: CEQA requires that the Notice of Availability of a draft EIR be published
either in a newspaper of general circulation, posting by notice on and off the
site, or by direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous
to the subject parcel [§15087(a)]. The City of San Jos¢é sent notices of
availability of the DEIR to all residents within 1,000 feet of the Valley Fair
Shopping Center. In addition, a notice was published in the San José
Mercury News on December 22, 2006.

Comment L.2: I live within a mile of Valley Fair and lived here when it was first built. My family
and neighbors visited Valley Fair regularly until the last time it was enlarged and expanded. This
expansion made it feel like a walled complex that isolated it from the community. Therefore, it has
become a very unfriendly place to visit. Now we never visit it. It is not a place for the local
neighborhoods but instead a place for commuters. The new proposals are making this problem even
greater. Following are the problems with the expansion as I see it from a professional landscape
architecture perspective:

1. The traffic problems at #280 and #880 must be solved before any expansion takes place near
this intersection. There should be no more development until the traffic problem has completely
disappeared. As indicated on the front page of the San Jose Mercury News
(http://www.mercurvnews.com/mid/mercurvnews/I 6213031.htm), the top three worst intersections
in the Bay Area are at this intersection. I will be sending you a picture of the traffic here at
Christmas taken from the air. The State made more money from the sale of the Agnew property than
all other land sales in its history and this money should be returned to our community. This is how
you could get the money to fix this problem. See the attachment on "The Dirty Dozen", Mr.
Roadshow's worst intersections.

Response L.2: As described in Response G4, improvements have been identified at the I-
280/1-880 interchange by City of San José and Caltrans staff. The design
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phase of the improvements has begun, but funding for construction of the
improvements has yet to be identified. It is anticipated that the proposed
project would make a fair share contribution towards the identified
improvements at the interchange, as described in Section 4.2.4.2 of the EIR.

Comment L3: 2. Regional traffic and traffic to Valley Fair is going through the neighborhoods
to avoid #280 and #880. This is creating a very adversarial relationship between Valley Fair and the
neighborhoods around it. The City of San Jose should care more about its citizens and creating
quality of life for them than continuing to build a complex that creates problems for the community
and is 1solated from the community.

Response L3: Several traffic calming measures in the neighborhoods located north of Forest
Avenue were implemented as part of the previous Valley Fair Shopping
Center expansion. The currently proposed project is proposing to relocate the
existing signal at Dorcich Street/Winchester Boulevard north of its current
location, as described in Response H3. The signal relocation will reduce cut-
through traffic issues that the Dorcich Street neighborhood currently
experiences. City staff as well as the project proponent have met with
adjacent neighborhoods to address any concerns of neighbors and will
continue to work to identify and implement further neighborhood traffic
calming measures in the vicinity of the shopping center.

Comment L4: 3. Placing a many stories high parking garage directly up from the sidewalk
along Stevens Creek will create a walled complex and is the best indicator of how the
pedestrian is not being considered in this new expansion. This is reinforcing the current
unfriendly pedestrian problem and making it even worse. The view along Stevens Creek of this
parking garage is ugly and a very inhuman scale and will surely keep pedestrians off the sidewalks.
In fact, the elevations of the entire project from the streets are ugly and should be addressed from a
pedestrian perspective. San Jose is spending a huge amount of money to get people to take public
transportation and to walk. Approving these kinds of details is going in the opposite direction.

Response L4: This comment states the opinion that the project design on Stevens Creek
Boulevard is not pedestrian friendly. It should be noted that the project
includes improvements to the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and
Santana Row to improve pedestrian access and safety at this intersection, as
described in Responses E7 and G2.

Comment LS: 4. The walking experience between existing adjacent land usages into Valley
Fair should be considered. For example, the regional bus stop should have pleasant walks to the
complex. Currently people must walk through dangerous parking lots to get inside. Also, there are
many seniors living in senior complexes in the neighborhood and the traffic is too dangerous and fast
for them to cross the streets to get into the complex. Possibly there should be walkways over
Winchester Blvd. and Stevens Creek that arrive inside buildings. Pleasant walking connections to
Santa Row, the Winchester Mystery House (registered as a national historical building), and the
BAREC agricultural land (note that BAREC is currently on the San Jose Parks Department map as a
possible park and will soon be registered as a historical landmark because of his historical
contribution to our community since the 1880s) must be considered in the Valley Fair expansion
plans. Even walking from a current parking space through the complex is not pleasant, dark, and
unsafe. It is important that all plans link these important places to Valley Fair. This is an
opportunity for San Jose to create a wonderful and diverse experience for its visitors.
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Response L5: As described in Responses E7, G2, and L4, the proposed project includes
pedestrian access improvements at the intersection of Stevens Creek
Boulevard and Santana Row to accommodate the high volume of pedestrian
traffic at this location. In addition, internal pedestrian access improvements
are included in the project to facilitate safe travel from the transit center and
parking areas and structures to the shopping center.

The proposed project does not include dedicated pedestrian walkways over
Stevens Creek Boulevards for the following reasons: 1) appropriate locations
for building-to-building walkways do not exist; 2) crossings that require
pedestrians to leave the street level and travel farther in a dedicated walkway
over the street would most likely be underutilized; 3) from a land use
perspective, pedestrians traveling at street level provide an active, energetic
linkage between land uses; and 4) construction of a public over crossing
could have difficulty meeting requirements of the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) due to site constraints. Dedicated walkways would not be
necessary over Winchester Boulevard due to the land uses on the western side
of the street and the fact that the street is only four lanes wide.

Comment L6: 5. Read "Urban Sprawl and Public Health” by Howard Frumkin, Lawrence
Frank, and Richard Jackson. The classic mistakes cities are making
regarding transportation and public health problems are continuing with the
direction this DEIR is talking for our land use. Only when the problems are
corrected should there be an expansion of Valley Fair and Santana Row.

Response L6: The comment states the opinion of the author. The EIR meets the
requirements of the City of San José and CEQA in evaluating environmental
impacts of the project and identifying mitigation measures to reduce those
impacts. No further response is required.

M. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MARGO WIXSOM, DATED JANUARY 27,
2007

Comment M1: [ am writing to express some of my concerns about the proposed expansion plan of
valley Fair Mail. As a resident of Santa Clara who lives within a mile of the mall I have several
essential issues that [ would like the expansion plan to address and incorporate if it is to move
forward. The development of Santana Row opposite the Valley Fair Mall has put extreme pressure
on the traffic and land resources in that section of Santa Clara County. Currently the exit ramps off
280 leading to the mall are a major hazard area due to single lanes trying to accommodate hundreds
of cars at all times of the day. All of that traffic is heading to the megacomplex of combined malls at
Stevens Creek and Winchester. Any expansion plans need to address major changes to the traffic
flow BEFORE any expansion should be approved. Any commercial expansion in this currently
congested area aggravates an already dangerous situation. The plan must include cooperative
funding with state and federal planners to expand and fix the current exit on 280 that drastically
conflicts with the exits for Route 17 and 880 due to the excessive amount of mall traffic blocking that
interchange.

Response M1: The traffic impacts of the proposed project are described in Section 4.2.3 of
the EIR. Significant impacts have been identified at the Stevens Creek
Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard intersection during the Saturday peak hour,
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and to freeway segments. Mitigation is available to reduce the impact at the
intersection to a less than significant level; however, its feasibility is yet to be
determined by the cities of San José and Santa Clara. Impacts to freeway
segments cannot be mitigated by one project alone, as described in Responses
E9 and H10. As stated in Section 4.2.3.10 of the EIR, additional
improvements on Stevens Creek Boulevard are also included in the project to
reduce congestion. The project will contribute a fair share contribution
towards identified improvements at the I-280/1-880 interchange once it is
designed and a funding program is in place.

Comment M2: My second major concern is that the intensification of commercial building in this
area MUST be balanced with the development of green spaces for the environmental health of your
community. Currently the open space at the former BAREC site would provide an excellent balance
to this extreme commercial development. I am requesting that the plan for expansion include
incorporating the development of the BAREC land for community green space. Currently the only
municipality that opposes the use of this land for green space is the Santa Clara City Council. Their
rationale for opposition is that there is no funding for green space development. The San Jose City
Council and District 6 are in favor of sourcing funding to develop the BAREC land as a green space.
I would strongly urge that one of the stipulations of the expansion plan is to get Santa Clara, San
Jose, state and county municipalities to join together to fund the development of BAREC as a green
space to balance the concentration of commercial development in this area. As an area resident I
know how important it is to provide balanced areas of green space amid the commercial
development.

Response M2: The Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) property is located within the City of
Santa Clara. As such, the City of San José cannot require Santa Clara to
construct a park on this piece of property.

N. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ANDRES CATHALIFAUD, DATED
FEBRUARY 10, 2007

Comment N1: Valley Fair expansion? Valley Fair? What Valley? What Fair? It looks like many
just like the sound of those names but completely ignore the deeper meaning of the words. And what
"expansion" is that? Income perhaps? On the other hand, to leave BAREC as an open community
space IS the true expansion, a reminder of a true valley and a fair.

And why at BAREC? Don't we have already enough empty structures to occupy?

For year I have observed how the many, empty industrial/corporate buildings that populate our old
orchards continue to gather dust, while new and old powerful companies continue to erect new
structures, seemingly oblivious to the reality that surrounds us all, those empty carcasses lefts after
the dot.com bust. None of these corporate and commercial monsters seem to find value in the
perfectly constructed buildings in perfectly maintained land.

How is this possible? Why is it that the city of San Jose, Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, the county, the
state, do not regulate this wild out-of control activity?
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What is this hunger to continue to cover with cement and concrete places like BAREC? What is
next? The hills between San Jose and Santa Cruz? Why not a big, long mall there? Perhaps we just
don't have enough $200 sweaters to clothe our population ...

Please, allow the green space at BAREC to remain so, as an open community space, free of sales
signs and artificial fashionable perfumes.

This land of ours is precious and not meat to be sold to the best bidder nor to the most awesome
promise of riches.

This land we own needs room to breathe and remind us all where we come from and where we'll end
up. Who wants to lie down under smelly shops and numb shoppers hunting for the latest toy to keep
them unconscious? Don't we all dream of the eternal night under trees and flowers?

Well?
Let the garden be!

Response N1: The comment states the opinion of the author regarding development in Santa
Clara County. It does not refer to the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion
Project EIR. The proposed project does not include the development of the
Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) property. Please refer to Response M2,

0. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JOE CHANG, DATED FEBRUARY 10, 2007

Comment O1: ] am writing to express my concern regarding the proposed expansion of Westfield's
Valley Fair Mall. I am a homeowner living in the subdivision bounded by Moorpark, Stevens Creek,
Bascom and Hwy 880/17. As you can see I am VERY close geographically to the

Westfield/Valley Fair site.

My first concern is congestion, traffic, and parking. I am concerned that there will be inadequate
upgrades to the roads, crosswalks, traffic signals. I am well aware that there was an

independent study/survey to the area before Santana Row received it's approval, however I do not
feel that the upgrades were adequate to accommodate the extra traffic generated. Traffic headed to
area is regularly backed up maybe up to 1/4 mile onto the northbound 280 freeway. Drivers NB on
280 regularly ignore waiting in line and skip to the front of the line, only to brake heavily at last
possible moment to merge into the exit lane for NB 880/Stevens Creek/San Carlos. The same
situation repeats itself approaching the area from EVERY direction on every freeway and surface
street.

Response O1: Please refer to Responses E9, G4, and M1. The significant traffic impact
identified for the Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard intersection
was identified in the EIR for the Santana Row project. However, because the
proposed mitigation was located in the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Clara,
which found the improvement to be infeasible at that time, it was never
constructed. The City of San José is. working with the City of Santa Clara to
determine the feasibility of constructing the improvement as part of the
Valley Fair Shopping Center expansion project.
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Comment O2: My second, and perhaps greatest concern is walking to and from Valley Fair/Santana
Row. I and my neighbors regularly frequent Santana Row, and Valley Fair. We love it!! However,
the walk is treacherous. Specifically, where Stevens Creek overpasses 880/17. This stretch is VERY
dangerous. The ON and OFF ramps are EXTREMELY hazardous for pedestrians. Drivers
subconsciously "forget" to look for pedestrians and are automatically in the mindset to check over
their shoulder (away from oncoming pedestrians) to merge in w/ traffic onto Stevens Creek/San
Carlos.

These concerns are not only frustrating, more so they are DANGEROUS.

My question is this: What do you and your office suggest be done in order to address the two
concemns listed above?

Response O2: Please refer to Response E7 and EO9.
P. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JEFF LAND, DATED FEBRUARY 10, 2007

Comment P1: Please consider the BAREC property as a possibility for open space. The coming
expansion of both Valley Fair and Santana Row could be slightly mitigated by this open space.
Thank you.

Response P1: Please refer to Response M2.

Q. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ANGELA D’ORFANI, DATED FEBRUARY
11, 2007

Comment Q1: Regarding the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd., which will be
severely impacted by the further expansion of Valley Fair, it is my understanding that this is a
"protected" intersection meaning no further remediation will be done to improve the flow of traffic
through this intersection regardless of how bad it gets or what other development projects adversely
effect the situation. When it goes to a grade "F" that's the way it is the city is not responsible. I don't
understand how this can be a protected intersection when there is still a remediation project that can
be done to improve the traffic flow.

Response Q1: The intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Winchester Boulevard is
designated by the City of San José as a “Protected Intersection” and is
therefore not required to meet the standard City of San Jose Level of Service
Policy, as described in Sections 4.2.1.5 and 4.2.3.4 of the EIR. Though the
City’s policy only applies to weekday peak hours and the identified impact to
the intersection occurs during the Saturday peak hour, the project is proposing
improvements to the intersection, as described in Response H9. The addition
of a second southbound left-turn lane would mitigate project impacts at the
intersection during the Saturday peak hour. The feasibility of this mitigation
is currently being determined by the cities of San José and Santa Clara.

Comment Q2: Unlike the other three comers at this intersection the northwest comner of the
intersection has no right turn only lane. The addition of such a lane would improve the flow of
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traffic on southbound Winchester Blvd to westbound Stevens Creek Blvd. Why was this lane
not added before designating the intersection as protected?

Response Q2: As described in Section 4.2.3.4 of the EIR, the identified improvement is the
addition of a left-turn lane from southbound Winchester Boulevard to
eastbound Stevens Creek Boulevard, rather than an a dedicated right-turn
movement to westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard. This improvement was
identified as part of the previous Santana Row EIR; however, it was
determined that the improvement could not be accommodated within the
existing curb-to-curb width of Winchester Boulevard and additional nght-of-
way would be needed from the property on the west side of the street. This
right-of-way was not acquired and the intersection was determined to be
“protected”.

The analysis for the Valley Fair Shopping Center expansion project found
that the improvement also be could be constructed on the eastern side of the
intersection, south of Stevens Creek Boulevard on the Valley Fair site. This
portion of the project site is located in the City of Santa Clara. The feasibility
of this mitigation is currently being determined by the cities of San José and
Santa Clara.

R. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BARBARA FERRELL, DATED FEBRUARY
11, 2007

Comment R1: | am writing regarding the proposed expansion of Valley Fair shopping center. I
think it is important to keep in mind the other proposed development in the area i.e. BAREC and
Santana Row's expansion. Traffic of Winchester Boulevard and Stevens Creek is already so
congested, cutting through the Cory neighborhood is an attractive alternative. If the expansion is
approved - and I hope it is not, I think Westfield should pick up the tab for the necessary traffic
improvements in the surrounding areas.

Response R1: Please refer to Response J1.

S. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ALEX MORGAN, DATED FEBRUARY 12,
2007

Comment S1: These large complexes create such traffic and people congestion that they discourage
people like me from shopping at these places. They create large concentrations of pollution due to
traffic congestion and waste lots of personal time navigating them. I and others like myself prefer
smaller centers near by where we can quickly walk or take a short drive get what is needed and get
back to things I need to do!

Response S1: The comment states the opinion of the author. No response is required.
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T. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LINDA PERRINE, DATED FEBRUARY 12,
2007

Comment T1: With the planned expansion and further encroachment of the Valley Fair/Westfield
Mall it is IMPERATIVE that the City of San Jose do EVERYTHING within it's power to see to it the
BAREC site located near the shopping center is purchased by the city and declared OPEN SPACE.
Our new mayor, Mr. Reed, MUST have enough foresight and intelligence to realize that any other
use of the BAREC space would be an absolute tragedy. The SummerHill Homes profit machine,
which manufactures and delivers fabricated, misleading, and felonious information to the general
public about the BAREC project needs to be held accountable for its actions. The City of San Jose,
the City of Santa Clara and the County of Santa Clara, owe it to future generations to preserve what
LITTLE open space remains in District 6 of San Jose and District 4 of the County.

The BAREC property should become an educational urban farm providing education to the San Jose

and Campbell School Districts. Additionally, it would provide local food production, in the form of

an organic vegetable & fruit farm, to the local residents of this dense urban area. It would also serve

to provide community events (Harvest Festivals), workshops to the public on gardening, and provide
a beautiful public open space and farm for people to enjoy 7 days a week during daylight hours. This
same idea has been welcomed with open arms by Santa Clara Unified School District on 11 acres of

their Peterson Middle School open space.

With the history of this valley having contributed so extensively to California's agricultural heritage,
it is shameful that none of the City governments in Silicon Valley will recognize the historical
importance of protecting one of the last agricultural parcels in this valley and educating its future
generations on the importance of agriculture in their lives!

Response T1: Please refer to Response M2.

U. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SHARON MCCRAY, DATED FEBRUARY
12, 2007

Comment Ul: [ oppose the expansion of the shopping center because the traffic in the area cannot
support this type of development. Further, the University of Washington recently completed a study
confirming that long term exposure to fine particles, such as emitted from vehicle exhaust, will cause
serious health issues, especially women.

More women in the neighborhood will be exposed and die because of the anticipated congestion.

Response Ul: The traffic and air quality impacts of the proposed project are described in
Sections 4.2 and 4.4 of the EIR, respectively. As described in Section 4.4.3.2
of the EIR, the proposed project would result in significant unavoidable long-
term regional air quality impacts according to the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District’s (BAAQMD) significance thresholds, which can lead
to health issues. It should be noted that despite the substantial growth of the
San Francisco Bay Area, overall air quality has been improving and the area
is considered to be one of the cleanest metropolitan areas in the country with
respect to air quality.
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V. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM KIRK VARTAN, DATED FEBRUARY 12,
2007

Comment V1: As your email states, today (Monday, February 12, 2007) is the final day for public
comment on the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04). I have
included a number of attachments for you to include in your report and will look forward to your
office’s response to them. I would greatly appreciate it if you could be as detailed as possible in your
TESpONSES.

I have also included copies of documents and notes regarding the BAREC property. Please include
them in the public record. It is critical that San Jose get involved in saving this property from
development.

Response V1: The respondent forwarded a significant amount of information to the City of
San José regarding the Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) project, including
comments on the Santa Clara Gardens EIR, which was prepared by the City
of Santa Clara. As stated in Response M2, the Santa Clara Gardens project is
not within the jurisdiction of the City of San José, nor is it the subject of the
Valley Fair EIR. The information provided regarding the Santa Clara
Gardens EIR and project is included in Section VII. of this First Amendment
to the EIR; however, no response is required.

Comment V2: On page 127/128, the Draft EIR states that “Trees would also be removed as part of
the BAREC project; however, it is believed that no trees would be removed as part of the Santana
Row project.” Please define what trees you are referring to and why they would be removed on the
BAREC property. The BAREC site is across from Valley Fair and I do not understand why any
resources would be affected by a Valley Fair development.

Response V2: No trees on the Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) property would be affected by
the proposed Valley Fair expansion project. The section of the EIR referred
to in this comment is the cumulative discussion, which allows decision-
makers to better understand the potential impacts which might result from
approval of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in
conjunction with the proposed project.

Comment V3: I did not see any description of how the Dorcich intersection light moving would be
addressed. How will it affect traffic for the neighbor in Santa Clara? Will now infrastructure be
needed? Will this be signalized? What about right tum only? I do not see any diagrams or pictures
of what would happen once the supermarket and drug store move. How will that line up with the
current light? How will Dorcich residents make a left onto Winchester? What happens when the
traffic builds up?

Response V3: Please refer to Response H3 and Section IV. of this First Amendment to the
EIR. -

Comment V4: What date was the City of San Jose informed about this project (i.e., when did you
first know that it may or may not occur)? Was the City of Santa Clara a part of this discussion?
When were the local government agencies informed of this proposal, even in an informal setting?
Who was told?
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Response V4: It 1s unclear which project is being referred to in this comment. Both the
Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) and Valley Fair projects were noticed
according to the requirements of the cities of San José and Santa Clara. The
Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Site Development Permit was filed
on May 10, 2006.

Comment V5: [ have provided additional questions and comments in the sections below. Please
provide as much detail as possible.

The intersection at Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd.

Regarding the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd., which will be severely impacted
by the further expansion of Valley Fair. The intersection is designated as "protected" meaning no
further remediation can be done to the intersection and the Level Of Service (LOS) can fall from “D”
to “F” with a development and only a financial penalty will occur. There are three problems with
this in regards to this particular intersection:

l. The intersection is not fully built out. It currently has three areas for right turns (Steven
Creek headed East, Stevens Creek headed West, and Winchester headed North). There is NO
right lane on Winchester heading South. This is a development that would help the
intersection and traffic flow. Why is this intersection considered “protected?” The basic
requirements have not been met.

Response V5: Please refer to Responses H9 and Q2.

Comment V6:

2. Once a development like the one Valley Fair is proposing is completed, the intersection will
get more impacted. I do not think anyone will argue this point. Even the slanted analysis in
the Draft EIR of this intersection shows the intersection falling to “F.” There is a clause in
the definition for this “protected” status that states that the designation of “protected” ceases
should a development affect more than one traffic light. The Draft EIR states that there is a
desire to remove the light on Dorcich and Winchester. This is a simply ploy to get around
the issue of impacting more than one light. Further, if that light is not removed, the impact
will easily migrate to the TWO lights on Winchester and Forrest Avenue, just a few hundred
yards from the Dorcich light. That is THREE lights that will be affected by the increased
traffic from a development.

Response V6: The comment is correct that the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and
Winchester Boulevard would be significantly impacted by the Valley Fair
project. The “clause” referred to regarding the definition of a protected
intersection does not exist. The removal of the signal at the Dorcich
Street/ Winchester Boulevard intersection would not result in significant
impacts at other intersections and would reduce cut-through traffic through
the Dorcich neighborhood, as previously described in Response H3.

Comment V7:

3. Should the City of Santa Clara proceed with their development of the BAREC property,
additional residential traffic would be generated and even more impact to the intersection
would occur.

Response V7: The traffic from the Valley Fair, Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC), and Santana
Row projects were analyzed together as part of the cumulative condition for
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the project, as described in Section 7.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the EIR. The
comment is correct that with the traffic generated by these future projects, the
intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Winchester Boulevard would
continue operate at an unacceptable level of service during the Saturday peak
hour.

Comment V8: Please address each item above and give a more detailed analysis of how traffic
would flow if lights were NOT removed and how that affects the “protected” status of the
intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd. Further, if the City of Santa Clara builds 165
units of senior housing on the property (high density), the speed limit will need to be reduced to 25
mph as it is in front of Valley Village just %2 mile north of the Forrest intersection. How have your
traffic calculations taken this scenario into consideration?

Response V8: Please refer to the responses above and Responses H9 and Q2. Roadway
speed limits will be determined by the jurisdiction in which the roadway is
located. The City of San José does not control the speed limits within the
City of Santa Clara.

Comment V9: [ would also like to formally challenge the intersection at Winchester and Stevens
Creek for “protected” status. Please forward this to the appropriate people and give the reasons I
listed above. I would like to meet with or discuss with the appropriate people.

Response V9: The comment is noted. No further response is required, as it does not raise
any new environmental impacts of the proposed project not identified in the
EIR.

Comment V10: Parking and traffic during busy times
As you will see in the attached photograph (I will send in a separate email since this email is large

and so are the pictures), cars going to the mall impact the neighborhood. These pictures were taken
on December 23, 2006 and shows the many areas where cars will just park. They park in the
neighborhood, along Winchester (outside of BAREC), along Dorcich, along Forrest, and just about
everywhere they can. This will only get worse. Only people coming from the highway will be able
to easily get to the new parking structures, so the neighborhood impacts will continue.

Response V10: Please refer to Responses H3, H4, and L.3. Valley Fair has been working with
the surrounding residential neighborhoods to reduce shopping center parking
on residential streets. The proposed Valley Fair project has been designed to
provide parking to visitors arriving from all directions.

Comment V11: Also, look at the traffic backup on 880 South, 17 North, and San Carlos. This will
continue until the highway system is fixed. The development should not be allowed to proceed until
the traffic issues are worked out and the highway situation is resolved. If this is not a requirement,
you must detail to me how the air pollution will be addressed as well as the safety concerns and
neighborhood impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods will be addressed.

Response V11: Please refer to Responses G4 and E9.

Comment V12: Walking ramp over Stevens Creek Blvd. :
[ think it is critical to remove as many people from crossing Stevens Creek as possible. It is already a

- problem since all traffic needs to stop for over a minute to let pedestrians cross Stevens Creek to get
to Valley Fair or to Santana Row. If a walking bridge is installed, pedestrians can easily and safely
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cross Stevens Creek without creating a problem for traffic. There are many ways to implement this.
You could have a ramp style that is at grade with the street and arches up. Or, a better solution
would be to make it a flat walking bridge, anchoring into part of Macy’s or The Cheese Cake Factory
(with elevator access for ADA needs and a staircase) and go directly over to Crate and Barrel. If
private land is an issue, I am sure a creative way for a portion of the footprint for the bridge could be
made to encourage the private owners to do this. On the south side, there is an existing open space
that could be the touch down point if Crate and Barrel is an issue. Again, this is an area for Santa
Clara and San Jose to work together to create a more pleasant environment for everyone. Look at the
bigger picture with Santana Row’s growth that is occurring at the same time. DO NOT look at the
Valley Fair Expansion in a bubble. Look at how it impacts the surrounding areas and resources and
figure out a way to leverage the significant development that is going to take place. Valley Fair will
grow 35%. That is a lot of money for everyone and some of that needs to go back into the
community to make it more livable for everyone. Long term planning (like keeping pedestrians safe,
allowing bikes to cross safely, allowing wheelchairs to cross safely, allowing seniors to cross safely,
etc.) needs to be a key element in the approval of any plans. The money exists now and will fund
this type of asset to the community. It makes sense as is in line with commercial planning.

Response V12: The City of San José has investigated the possibility of installing a pedestrian
overpass over Stevens Creek Boulevard to link the Valley Fair and Santana
Row shopping areas. It was determined that there is not enough area on the
Santana Row side of the street to accommodate such a pedestrian bridge
while also meeting the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) regarding access. The overcrossing is also not desirable for other
reasons as described in Response 1.5.

The proposed Valley Fair and Santana Row expansion projects were
considered together under the cumulative condition as described in Section
7.0 of the EIR. As previously described in Responses E7 and G2, significant
pedestrian improvements at the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and
Santana Row are included in the proposed project to allow for safe pedestrian
crossing of Stevens Creek Boulevard.

Comment V13: Further, please give a detailed air quality study of what the impact is when 100s of
vehicles every light sit and wait for pedestrians to cross the street. What is the impact to the air
quality and the atmosphere? What is the impact to wasted resources (e.g., fuel)? How much would
be saved by installing a walking bridge in terms of safety and insurance premiums? Have there been
any accidents at the Santana Row street intersection? Has anyone been hurt crossing the street? One
of the elements Valley Fair is adding is MORE walking access to Santana Row. This will just make
the traffic issue worse since the light will have to be longer. Please give exact measurement on the
width of the street and how long you are allowing people to cross the street at this particular location.
I am not referring to Stevens Creek and Winchester; I am referring to Santana Row (Cheesecake
Factory/Macys to Crate and Barrel). What is the impact to the people waiting at the crosswalk with
all the cars going by and how much exhaust and air pollution are they inhaling while waiting to cross
the street?

Response V13: As part of the EIR, a detailed air quality analysis was completed according to
the requirements of the BAAQMD. As described in the EIR, the proposed
project would result in significant long-term regional air quality impacts due
to the generation of vehicle trips. Long-term local air quality impacts at
congested intersections werc also determined, and based on California’s 8-
hour standard, impacts would be less than significant. As described in
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Section 4.12, Energy, of the EIR, the proposed project would not result in
significant impacts associated with gasoline usage.

Please refer to Response G2 for a discussion of pedestrian and bicycle
connections. Providing better accommodations for pedestrian travel between
the Valley Fair and Santana Row developments would reduce vehicle trips on
Stevens Creek Boulevard and Winchester Boulevard. Stevens Creek
Boulevard is approximately 80 feet wide in the vicinity of its crossing with
Santana Row. As described in the EIR, the signal at this intersection would
be converted to eight-phase operation to allow safe pedestrian travel (Section
4.2.3.8).

Comment V14: The need for a balance of Open Space

The land known as BAREC, located at 125 Winchester Blvd. in Santa Clara sits directly across from
Valley Fair. To draw a parallel to NYC, my home, Central Park is 843 acres of the most valuable
land in the world. It will never be developed. Why? Because the city planners knew how important
it was to balance development with open space. The same is true here, just on a smaller scale.
Valley Fair is going to grow to over two million square feet of commercial development. Santana
Row is going to grow by 20-30% and maybe more the Century Theater and neighboring buildings
become targets. The BAREC site is 17 acres of undeveloped, public land. Approval of this
development should be contingent on creating open space in the area since Westfield will make
hundreds of millions of dollars from Valley Fair commercial growth. Westfield needs to give back to
the community and helping to sponsor the preservation of this open space would be a great way to do
this. Santana Row can help. The City of San Jose can help. Grant money can do the rest, but it is
critical that exploring how this can help offset the massive amounts of traffic and influx of vehicles
to the area. Once people are out of their cars, parked in one of the two new five story parking
garages, they can shop and also take a break in an open, public space.

Response V14: Please refer to Response M2.

Comment V15: A way Westfield could help fund this would be to create yet another walking bridge
across Winchester Blvd. This would provide a safe way for people to cross Winchester and not stop
the flow of traffic. Please provide the impact to traffic when people are trying to cross the street and
how much does that affect traffic flow? What are the air quality issues with that? The walking
bridge can originate at the existing four story parking structure on Forrest and Winchester and drop
down direction behind the Veterans building. Again, elevators would be provided for ADA and
other needs.

Response V15: The proposed project does not include the construction of pedestrian bridges
over any of the surrounding roadways. Please refer to Responses L5 and
V12,

Comment V16: This all leads to how can the City of San Jose leverage the massive growth that
Westfield wants to do in a primarily residential area. San Jose needs to look at the long term effects
of this development and acknowledge that traffic will increase significantly and do what ever it can
to help make that reality more palatable for the neighborhood and the general area. Show leadership
in commercial planning and development. There is an approval process for a reason and that is to
insure all views are considered and the public is looked after. No plans are final until San Jose
agrees with the plan. Where are the plans for how Westfield will embrace the BAREC property if it
remains open space or becomes a active farm again?
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Response V16: The long-term impacts of the proposed Valley Fair expansion project are
included in the EIR. Land use adjacent to the shopping center are primarily
commercial, although it is acknowledged that the nearby residential areas are
impacted by traffic generated by the shopping center and other commercial
retail uses in the project vicinity. The proposed Valley Fair project requires
Site Development permit and General Plan amendment approvals from the
City of San José. Approvals for construction within the portion of the site
within the City of Santa Clara would be issued by Santa Clara. The approval
of the Valley Fair project is not dependent in any way on the approval of the
Santa Clara Gardens project. Refer also to Responses V1 and V4.

Comment V17: Highway 280/880/17 interchange

This intersection is a disaster. During the holidays, it is common for the off ramp to Stevens Creek
coming south on 880 is backed up past the Bascom exit. This is also true from coming north on 17 to
Stevens Creek. I have seen the plans the county/state are proposing for making this intersection
better; however, this plan has absolutely nothing to do with Westfield’s plan for Valley Fair. Before
any development occurs at Valley Fair, the highway situation needs to be corrected. Period. There
should be no negotiation on this point. Before Westfield tries to (and will) drive more traffic to their
mall, the artery (highway) system needs to be fixed. If it takes a couple of years for the state to get it
together, so be it. To allow for massive commercial development where it is anticipated that an
additional two-five story computerized parking structures will be in complete use without a way for
traffic to flow to the destination is foolish and irresponsible. If you are not going to make the fixing
of 880/280/17 a prerequisite to the approval of the development, please provide a detailed description
on why. How will the new traffic be handled? What happens to new traffic that will start flooding
the area? What happens when Santana Row expands? Will Santana Row’s development be
contingent on highway improvements? Any form of development that occurs in this area needs to be
predicated on an improved ingress and egress system. If one does not exist, you will simply break
even more and already broken interchange. Refer to the attached document entitled “dirtydozen.pdf”
where the San Jose Mercury News designates the 880/280/17 as the top three worst intersections in
the Bay Area. How can an application for 35% growth with the goal of thousands of more vehicles
coming to the area be approved if the highways that get people to the project site is already broken?
Why would the city approve something like this without first fixing the problem? I know the City of
San Jose is not responsible for fixing the highways, but it is responsible for making sure the
community runs well and is not over-burdened with problems. I ask that you provide a contingency
on the plans that require the highway system be fixed before approval can begin. That will make
Westfield unhappy, but it will insure that the community is properly serviced by the infrastructure. [
have already witnessed three major accidents at Cypress Ave and Stevens Creek in the past three
months. More cars mean more accidents and more traffic. Fix the problems before they get worse.
Allowing development without having the proper infrastructure in place is foolish and not in the
citizen’s best interest.

Here is a quote from the article:
http://www.mercurynews.com/mld/mercurynews/1621303 1.htm

“Traffic jams at the Interstate 880-280-17-Stevens Creek interchange used to be Silicon Valley's
unwanted Christmas present, a seasonal sabotage perpetrated by thousands of cars converging on the
Valley Fair and Santana Row shopping centers.

Now we're getting that gift almost every day, all year long.”

Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 44 First Amendment to the Draft EIR
City of San Jose April 2007



Response V17: As stated previously, there are plans to improve the [-880/1-280 and I-
880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchanges. The proposed project also
includes the addition of a direct right-turn lane from the I-880 southbound
off-ramp to northbound Monroe Street. To accommodate this additional
right-turn lane, one eastbound left-turn lane from Stevens Creek Boulevard to
northbound Monroe Street would be removed. Please also refer to Responses
G4 and E9.

Comment V18: Green/Environmental Issues

Any future development of the Valley Fair site should be required to use green materials and use
green power. Westfield is very progressive in how it develops its malls, and this should be no
different. Solar and green power should be a requirement. Sustainable systems (both construction
and waste) need to be put in place. Remember, any major development requires ALL parts of the
mall to be brought up to current codes and environmental regulations. Please detail all of the
environmental improvements that will take place in the new development and the existing
stores/locations. How will the construction pollution be offset? What air quality issues will occur
from the construction?

Response V18: As described in Section 4.12 of the EIR, the City of San José’s General Plan
Sustainable City and Green Building policies contain goals regarding energy
efficiency and the use of renewable energy technologies. The proposed
project would be required to meet all standard building code requirements of
the Cities of San José and Santa Clara. Further, the applicant will be applying
for LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) certification for
the shopping center expansion project.

As stated in Section 4.12.3 of the EIR, although the Valley Fair Shopping
Center Expansion Project would not result in significant energy impacts,
standard measures are included in the project to further reduce energy
consumption related to demolition. These measures include: 1) the
preparation of a waste management plan for recycling a minimum of 50
percent (by weight) of the generated construction and demolition materials;
and 2) the utilization of local and regional building materials to reduce energy
consumption associated with transporting materials over long distances.

Comment V19: Traffic Studies

There 1s a lot of traffic analysis in this report. Please provide an analysis of past traffic projections
from the prior Valley Fair expansion and determine if the original projections were accurate. Please
do the same with the Santana Row traffic studies. I mention Santana Row since it is entirely in San
Jose so San Jose was the lead agency in that development. How accurate were the traffic studies.
Please be specific and detailed in your explanation. I examined the data in the current study, and it
shows that the Stevens Creek/Winchester will only be minorly affected. Please. Just go out there
and look for yourself. Just because you have a couple of data points does not make a trend. Further,
adding a single left turn lane will not fix everything. The intersection is already operating below
LOS D, something your report does not say. This intersection is one of the worst. By taking two feet
of curb out to allow for a left turn lane to Stevens Creek will not fix the problem. Again, you have
some say “depending on the City of Santa Clara” statements that it is almost worthless to give as an
option. The same for the City of San Jose. The fact is, if the improvements are not allowed, the
intersection will get worse and the quality of life here will go down. If there are no improvements,
what are the plans to make it work better? Maybe the financial penalties can go towards a walking
bridge over both Stevens Creek and Winchester. These roads are not safe to cross. Please measure
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the distance from curb to curb, calculate a few different walking patterns (i.e., child, teenager, adult,
senior, wheel chair, person with walker, person with cane, etc.) and determine the amount of time
needed to cross the street. Now determine how much backup traffic occurs when the needed time is
provided to cross safely. It cascades. Look at how NYC does traffic studies. If there is a traffic jam,
for every minute of delay, it cascades to five minute of future delay. It gets worse and worse the
longer it takes to clear the traffic. Same holds true for any flowing system. Traffic that backs up at a
light (say Stevens Creek/Winchester or Stevens Creek/San Tomas or Stevens Creek/Saratoga) causes
multiple problems down the line and for a significant time. Please provide this type of analysis for
how light delays will impact the area. Please give a radius of two miles.

Response V19: The City of San José does not prepare analyses to determine if past traffic
projections were accurate; however, the City maintains a database that
analyzes the Levels of Service at every intersection 1n San José on a yearly or
bi-yearly basis. If significant unexpected changes are identified, City staff
does an analysis to determine the potential causes of the changes. This
analysis can include recounting trips through the intersection or completing a
field evaluation to determine the causes. In addition, background traffic from
the Approved Trips Inventory is analyzed on a citywide basis on a regular
basis.

Please refer to Responses E7 and G2 regarding the proposed pedestrian
access and safety improvements at the intersection of Winchester Boulevard
and Stevens Creek Boulevard. The improvement will be implemented if
found feasible by the cities of San José and Santa Clara. As previously stated
in Responses L5, V12, and V15, there is not enough room for pedestrian
bridges across Stevens Creek Boulevard.

As described in Section 4.2.3.10 of the EIR, improvements on Stevens Creek
Boulevard at Baywood Avenue, Monroe Street, and Santana Row are
included in the proposed project to allow additional storage capacity and
traffic signal modifications, among other improvements. These
improvements would not affect the levels of service at any of these
intersections.

Comment V20: San Jose and Santa Clara working together

San Jose and Santa Clara need to work closely together on this since the mall is in both cities as are
many of the intersections. You need to look at ALL of the development going on and what the best
plan is for the area. Look at Valley Fair, Santana Row, and BAREC. Here are three areas that are
within a stones throw of each other and each one has its own EIR and plan, yet none of them tie into
each other or relate to each other. Take this opportunity to look at all the development activities in
the area and see how they can best work together. Once these decisions are made, they cannot be
changed. You have a unique opportunity to insure the area is developed correctly and not
haphazardly. Since all these development applications are being considered now, look at them
together and look at the big picture. Look at how this will evolve over the next 20-50 years....or the
next 200 years. How will you have impacted the area in a positive note? I am not suggesting you
deny the Valley Fair expansion. I like the idea of developing commercial land more effectively and
more densely....I’m from NYC, that’s what I am used to. Go up, not out. But since all these
changes are happening at the same time and no one city has control over all parts, it is critical that
you look at all aspects. Do not rush to make this decision and approve the application just because
the cities will make lots of money in tax revenue and permits. Look longer term than that. You need
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to explore how the area will sustain itself over the long haul....beyond your lifetime....beyond your
grand children’s children’s lifetime.

Response V20: As described in Section 4.2 of the EIR, background traffic conditions include
existing traffic plus the traffic from approved but not yet built projects.
Project traffic is then added to the background traffic condition to determine
project impacts. As described in Responses E1 and J1, the Santana Row,
Santa Clara Gardens, and proposed Valley Fair projects were included in the
cumulative scenario. An examination of cumulative conditions is intended to
allow decision-makers to better understand the potential impacts which might
result from approval of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects in conjunction with the proposed project. '

The cumulative scenario examines reasonably foreseeable projects; those that
are known or anticipated to occur in the reasonably foreseeable future. The
San José 2020 General Plan and Santa Clara 2010 General Plan can be
reviewed to anticipate the types and densities of urban development in the
project area; however, General Plans are sometimes amended and only
describe development up to the respective build-out timeframes. Therefore, to
attempt to anticipate development that may occur in 20 to 200 years would be
speculative. :

Comment V21: There needs to be a balance of development and open space. Push for that in all
development applications. BAREC is as a resident stated “a no brainer” to keep as open space since
it is already open space, not developed in any way, and public land owned by the state. Look at how
Santana Row, Valley Fair, and BAREC can build a community....but also look at how people will
come and go to the community. If the infrastructure is not correct, all you will have created is a mess
that will be very costly to fix. And the citizens will be very angry because you had the chance to do
the right thing.

So please, do the right thing.

Response V21: Please refer to Response M1. The proposed Valley Fair project includes all
necessary infrastructure as required by the cities of San José and Santa Clara.
Comment V22: Here is the first of two photos for you to look at. They show the Valley Fair area
on December 23, 2006. As you can see, the traffic is piled up and backed up along
880 south, 17 north, San Carlos to Stevens Creek, and people are parked all over
the neighborhood. Please make sure that you place this in the EIR and detail how
these issues will be addressed.

Response V22: These photos are included in this First Amendment to the Draft EIR. Please
refer to Responses H4, G4, and E9, as well as other responses in this
document.- It should be noted that traffic impacts of the proposed project are
described in Section 4.2 of the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion EIR.
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W. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DOUGLAS V. HANDERSON, AICP, DATED
MARCH 11, 2007

Comment W1: As a residential neighbor, I received the Notice of Availability of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion proposal. I know that
the comment period on the EIR has closed, but it is my understanding that this application has not
gone to public hearing yet. Please convey the following four traffic-related concems to the
appropriate staff members, Planning Commissioners and City Council members.

Response W1: Please see responses to comments, below.

Comment W2: Currently the only entry driveway along Winchester located in San Jose is the
driveway and aisle that provides ingress and egress for traffic through the Goodyear Tire Store
parking lot. It is important that the left-turn movement for southbound Winchester traffic into the
Goodyear driveway be preserved. Preservation of this entry could be done in conjunction with the
design of the northbound Winchester turning lane into the City of Santa Clara's proposed BAREC
residential development on the west side of Winchester.

Response W2: Please refer to Responses H3 and L3. The proposed project includes the
relocation of the signal at the intersection of Dorcich Street and Winchester
Boulevard to allow for the relocation of the existing grocery/drugstore to the
north. The relocated signal would include a left-turn movement from
southbound Winchester Boulevard.

Comment W3: [ know that the area immediately west of the Macy's store is located in the City of
Santa Clara, but having only one north/south aisle between Macy's and the new Safeway is not
adequate to meet current traffic demands on the site, let alone the increased traffic resulting from the
expansions. Anyone heading to the Safeway/Long's front parking lot from southbound Winchester
or Forest Avenue will have to compete with mall shoppers looking for a parking space in this one
aisle. Tam sending a copy of this letter to the City of Santa Clara as I am concerned that the
proposed parking lot design will adversely affect the neighborhood-serving businesses of the grocery
store and the drug store.

Response W3: As shown on Figure 4 of the EIR (Conceptual Site Plan), the relocated signal
at Dorcich Street and Winchester Boulevard would provide access from
southbound Winchester Boulevard into the parking area proposed to serve the
new grocery/drugstore. The dedicated (no parking on either side) drive aisle
to access the parking area for the new grocery/drugstore would be located
adjacent to the existing shopping center structure and would provide a more
direct route to the grocery/drugstore parking area.

Comment W4: Currently, there is a permit-parking-only program for Spar Avenue and Hanson
Avenue in the County unincorporated area (Winchester Manor subdivision) southwesterly of Stevens
Creek and Winchester. When this neighborhood is annexed to San Jose in 2008, the permit parking
program should be retained to protect the safety of these neighborhoods and prevent overflow
parking from Santana Row and Valley Fair on these residential streets.

Response W4: The comment is noted. The proposed Valley Fair project would not result in
the annexation of any neighborhoods.
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Comment W5: Finally, but most importantly, the necessary improvements to the Highways 880/280
interchange and the Stevens Creek Boulevard off-ramps need to be at least partially funded by
Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center's property owners. If it is not too late, San Jose should also
require contributions for freeway improvements from Santana Row Shopping Center's property
owner, as part of the approval of the expansion also proposed there.

Response W5: As stated in Responses E4, F2, G4 and M1 and Section 4.2.4.2 of the EIR, the
proposed Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion project would make a fair
share contribution towards identified improvements to the 1-880/1-280
interchange improvement project to be negotiated during the funding process.

X. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM YOLANDA REYNOLDS, DATED
JANUARY 16, 2007

Comment X1: I understand that the EIR comment period for the proposed development/expansion
of Valley Fair is closed. | am unaware of notice of any EIR review for the proposed expansion within
the Santana Row development. It has not been widely publicized. If such, is required at all. Because
of these proposals coming before the planning department of the city of San Jose, I wish to express
some of my concerns regarding these proposed expansions.

Response X1: It is assumed that the following comments are intended to be in response to
the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project.

Comment X2: The city of San Jose has adopted a policy to make every effort to promote pedestrian
activity and alternative transportation modes throughout the city. The plans submitted by the
Westfield Corporation for the Valley Fair site, in my opinion, will diminish or eliminate pedestrian
and bicycle access and mobility.

Response X2: The opinion stated in this comment is noted.

Comment X3: As described to me, the plans for a three or four story parking facility along Stevens
Creek abutting the sidewalk will certainly discourage pedestrians. Not only will the walk be
unsightly it will be dangerous and most likely often insufferably hot. The parking structure must be
positioned to allow large trees and shade along the sidewalk all the way along Stevens Creek to
Winchester.

Response X3: As shown on Figure 6 of the EIR, shade trees would be provided along the
Stevens Creek Boulevard frontage of the Valley Fair Shopping Center site.
The setback of the parking structure from Stevens Creek Boulevard would be
in conformance with City of San José commercial design guidelines. The
sidewalk along Stevens Creck would be maintained by the proposed project.

Comment X4: To my knowledge, there are currently no bicycle racks anywhere at this shopping
center. Furthermore, there is scant, if any attention paid to pedestrian access to the shops, even when
they arrive by automobile, but less so, if they walk there from adjoining neighborhoods.

Response X4: Bicycle racks are not currently located on the shopping center site, but will be
considered as part of the proposed project. Please refer to Response G2.
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Comment X5: At Santana Row the plan to remove surface parking with no additional
parking at the site will certainly discourage patrons/customers from going to
this wildly successful shopping/eating center. Already on the early hours of
week day evenings and, especially, on weekends there is absolutely no
parking available. Here too, there are no bicycle racks to welcome cyclists.

Response X5: The proposed project is the expansion of the Valley Fair Shopping Center.

Comment X6: Since so many patrons walk from Westfield/Valley Fair to Santana Row and vice
versa, it is perhaps time to consider an elevated passageway over Stevens Creek.

Response X6: Please refer to Responses V12 and V15.

Comment X7: With the combined expansions, I urge that the city take a hard look at the effects of
the increased traffic that will occur in combination with the recently adopted policy of "protected
intersection”, which includes the intersection at Winchester and Stevens Creek. There must be an
assessment of anticipation of air quality. Please assess the impact at all intersections within a mile of
these planned expansions.

Response X7: The cumulative condition for the project includes the proposed project, and
the Santana Row and Santa Clara Gardens projects. The cumulative
discussion of the EIR (Section 7.0) includes an analysis of the Stevens Creek
Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard intersection, which is a City of San José
“Protected Intersection”. Improvements shall be made to this intersection as
described in Response H9 and Section IV. of this First Amendment to the
EIR. The methodology for determining which intersections are studied is
described in Response J1.

Comment X8: Though it is still uncertain whether funds will be made available to make
improvements at the interface of Stevens Creek/ San Carlos and Highway 880, attention must be
drawn to the danger to pedestrians walking to Valley Fair - Santa Row. Currently there are sections
with no sidewalk in place and marginal pedestrian walkway markings. Also pedestrians, even though
in a crosswalk, must await many minutes for the kindness of drivers to cross auto egress and ingress
outlets to and from the freeway on both the north and south sides of Stevens Creek.

Response X8: Please refer to Responses G2, E7, and E9.

Comment X9: Again, there MUST be additional attention to maintaining some shade in the form of
vegetation all along the sidewalks to and within the shopping center.

Response X9: Please refer to Response X3.

Comment X10: Finally, this is such a huge development that the city should encourage the use of
water permeable surface wherever possible. We must, throughout the city, make every effort to
restore the underground water with rainwater and not allow that water to run off to the bay - we
already discharge too much from the water treatment plant.

Response X10: The proposed project does not include the use of water permeable pavement.
The recommendation is noted.

Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 50 First Amendment to the Draft EIR
City of San Jose April 2007



Iv. REVISIONS TO THE TEXT OF THE DRAFT EIR

The following section contains text revisions to the Draft Environmental Impact Report, Valley Fair
Shopping Center Expansion, dated December 2006. Underlining depicts text added, while strikouts
depict text deleted. :

Page 17:

Page 18:

Page 28:

Page 34:

REVISE Section 3.1.3.9 Level of Service Policies as follows:

Section 3.1.3.5 Level of Service Policies

REVISE Section 3.1.3.5 Water Resources Policies as follows:

Section 3.1.3.6 Water Resources Policies

ADD the following text after the first paragraph of Section 4.1.2.5 Short-term
Construction and Demolition Impacts:

The project applicant has indicated that during construction, overall parking deficits
should be no more than one to two percent of the total parking provided on site. As
described in Section 2.1.7 of the DEIR, the first phase of construction would be
development of the new grocery/drug store and bank buildings on the Santa Clara
portion of the site. Approximately 50 parking spaces would be removed in order to
prepare the building pad for the new grocery/drugstore building. Once construction
commences, the existing grocery/drugstore building would be removed and replaced

with parking. It is estimated that this process would take approximately three
months, during which time, there would be no grocery/drugstore and the demand for
parking in this portion of the site would be correspondingly reduced.

Also as described in Section 2.1.7 of the DEIR, the new Parking Structure E would be
constructed before any expansion of the existing shopping center structure is begun.
The project applicant has indicated that if parking demand becomes an issue during
construction, emplovees would park off-site at Santa Clara University and be shuttled
to the Valley Fair site, just as they are in November and December during the holiday

season. For these reasons, temporary impacts associated with parking would be less
than significant. [Less than Significant Impact]

ADD the following text after Freeway Segments discussion of Section 4.2.1.5
Existing Traffic Operations:

City of Santa Clara Streets: Although traffic impacts are determined at intersections
in terms of Levels of Service, a study of the effects of removing the signal at the
intersections of Dorcich Street/Winchester Boulevard and North Forest
Avenue/Winchester Boulevard was also prepared. The Dorcich Street Neighborhood
Study found that during the existing condition, Forest, Henry, and Cecil Avenues and
Dorcich Street currently have weekday daily volumes ranging from 370 to 1,340
vehicles and Saturday daily volumes of 335 to 1.360 vehicles. In particular, the
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Page 37:

Page 43:

Page 45:

segment of Henry Avenue between Dorcich Street and Forest Avenue currently
serves approximately 500-600 vehicles per day.

ADD the following text after the fourth paragraph of Section 4.2.2 Background
Conditions:

Background conditions {existing plus the approved trip inventory) were analyzed as
part of the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study, as described in Appendix E of
Appendix B of this DEIR.

REVISE the last paragraph of Section 4.2.3.4 Saturday Traffic Analysis (City of
San José Intersections):

As part of the analysis for the proposed Valley Fair expansion project, it has also
been determmed that the improvement could also be constructed tf—a—ﬁa'r’fewer

the Valley Fair property on the east side of the intersection. south of Stevens Creek
Boulevard.

The feasibility of theseis improvements (widening the intersection-er-narrowingthe
sidewalk) will be determined by the cities of San José and Santa Clara during the
permitting/project approval process. If eitheref the improvements is determined to
be feasible and is implemented, the impact would be less than significant. Ifit is
determined by the cities that neither improvement is feasible, the impact at the
intersection would be significant and unavoidable. In order to provide a conservative
ana1v51s of the 1mpact the 1mpact is determmed to be significant and unavmdable

n&ade—a—@eﬂdiﬁen—oill!mjeet—&ppmv&l]—[SIgmﬂcant Unavmdable Impact 1-‘[
Mitigation-is-determined-to-be-Infeasible]

DELETE the third paragréph of Section 4.2.3.10 Site Access and On-site
Circulation Impacts:
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Page 46:

ADD the following text after Section 4.2.3.10 Site Access and On-site Circulation
Impacts:

Section 4.2.3.11 Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study

The Dorcich Street Neichborhood Study was prepared by the project traffic engineers
at the request of the City of Santa Clara to determine the effects on nearby residential
streets immediately west of Winchester Boulevard, of signal modifications on
Winchester Boulevard proposed by the Valley Fair and Santa Clara Gardens
{(BAREC) projects. The Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study is included in Volume II
of the DEIR, as an Appendix to Appendix B.

The proposed signal modifications on Winchester Boulevard as part of the Valley
Fair project include relocating the signal at Dorcich Street and Winchester Boulevard
to a new shopping center entrance north of the existing signal. Left-turns would be
allowed from northbound Winchester Boulevard to westbound Dorcich Street;
however, left-turns from eastbound Dorcich Street to northbound Winchester
Boulevard would not be allowed. Level of service calculations indicate that the new
intersection would operate at LOS B or better during all studied peak periods.

The Santa Clara Gardens Development project proposes to remove the signal at the
intersection of North Forest Street and Winchester Boulevard and North Forest Street

would be restricted to right-in and right-out only. A new west leg of the Forest
Avenue and Winchester Boulevard intersection would be constructed into the
proposed Santa Clara Gardens Development proiject site.

As described in the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study, weekday and Saturday daily
traffic volumes on Dorcich and Cecil Streets would decrease approximately 68% to
98% in the eastbound direction due to the elimination of a cut-through route and
eastbound left turns from Dorcich Street and the signal modifications at Forest
Avenue and Winchester Boulevard. Traffic on Henry Avenue, however, would
increase to serve displaced traffic in the neighborhood. Weekday and daily traffic
volumes along northbound Henry Avenue would see increases of approximately 17%
to 44%. Even with the increases due to the displacement of traffic, Henry Avenue
would serve a total of 1,000 or fewer trips per day. Residential streets have the
capacity to serve anywhere from 1,200 to 1,800 vehicles per day and still maintain a
suitable residential character.

Neither the City of San José nor the City of Santa Clara has thresholds for CEQA
impacts on residential streets. Therefore, impacts to these neighborhood streets have
not been identified and no mitigation is required or proposed. It should be noted,
however, that the City of San José’s Traffic Calming Policy shall be implemented on
City of San José streets in the project vicimty after project construction and once
traffic re-distributes (usually between six months and one vear post-construction).
Studies shall be done to determine what types. if any, of traffic calming mechanisms
would be most beneficial to redirect traffic in the neighborhood and where they
would be located. The City of Santa Clara will determine a process for implementing

traffic calming mechanisms within their jurisdiction. The project applicant shall be
required to fund such traffic calming improvements.
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Page 46:

Page 47:

Page 81:

REVISE the following text of Section 4.2.4.1 Mitigation for Significant Impact at
the Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard Intersection:

As previously described, the feasibility of widening the intersection ernarreowing-the
sidewalk will be determined by the cities of San José and Santa Clara during the
permitting process. If either-of the improvements (widening-the-intersection-or
narrewing-the-sidewalld is determined by the City’s of San José and Santa Clara to be
feasible and is made a condition of project approval, the impact would be less than
significant. If it is determined by the cities that neither improvement is feasible,
impacts at the intersection would be significant and unavoidable and a Statement of
Ovemiding Considerations will be required. In order to provide a conservative
analvs1s of the 1mpact the 1mpact is determmed to be sngmﬂcant and unavmdable

msdea—@onda&e*H}iiPMjeet—Apprw&l} [Slgmficant Unavondable Impact H-'
Mitigation-is Determined-to-be-Infeasible]

ADD and REVISE the following text of the last sentence of Section 4.2.5
Conclusion regarding Transportation and Traffic Impacts:

In order to provide a conservative analysis of the impact, the impact is determined to

be Slgmﬁcant and Unav01dab1e [Les&thm&-gmﬁe&nt—lmpaeﬂ@ﬁﬂg&ﬁen—ls
[Slgmﬂcant Unavondable Impact Mtfgaﬂmmgetemmed—m-beh}feaﬁble]

REVISE the following text of the first paragraph of Section 4.8.3.3 Long-Term
Water Quality Impacts:

The proposed project would increase the amount of impervious surfaces on the
project site, when compared to the existing condition. The proposed project would
result in an additional approximately 13,500 square feet of impervious surfaces on the
site, which is an increase of about one percent over the current impervious surfaces,
as shown in Table 4.8-1. This condition would not be substantially different from the

existing site condition.

The total area of the Valley Fair project site is approximately 3,064,000 square feet
(approximately 70.3 acres at 43,560 square feet per acre) while the area to be
disturbed as a result of construction is approximately 1,362,933 (approximately 31.3
acres}—er—&ppre*m&t%—é%reﬁhe—tet&l—pmjeet—s&e- as shown in Table 4.8-1. The
existing amount of impervious area on the site is approximately 2,889,122 square feet
and the total proposed impervious area within the project construction area is
approximately 1,240,933 square feet, as shown in Table 4.8-2. Therefore,
approximately 42.5% of the total site area of impervious surface is proposed to be
created or replaced. Although the proposed project is considered to be a significant
redevelopment project (as described in Council Policy 6-29), the project would not
result in an increase or replacement of more than 50% of the impervious surface area

ofa prev1ously ex1stmg development Therefore e&l»y%he—net—newqmpeﬁms

i Table-48-1 the prmect DProposes stormwater treatment control measures,

numerically sized in conformance with Policy 6-29, to treat the runoff from
impervious surfaces from the proposed expansion area. Approximately 31.3 acres
would be treated through a combination of biorention cells, bioswales, and media
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Page 82; REVISE Table 4.8-1 as follows:

TABLE 4.8-1
PERVIOUS AND IMPERVIOUS SURFACES ON-SITE
Site Surface Existing SF | % of | ProjectSF | % of | Difference | % of
Site Site Site
Impervious (Building
Footprints, Parking, Driveways,
Sidewalks, etc.) 1,240,933 91% 1,227,433 90% +-13,500
Pervious (Landscaping) 122,000 9% 135,500 10% -+13,500
Total* 1,362,933 100% 1,362,933 100% +1%
*The total area is the area to be disturbed during construction.
NOTE: Overall, the proposed project will result in a reduction in impervious surfaces and an increase in pervious
surfaces over the existing condition.

ADD the following table:

TABLE 4.8-2 ~
PERCENTAGE OF IMPERVIOUS SURFACE AREA TO BE CREATED OR REPLACED

Total Proposed Impervious Total Site Existing Impervious Percentage of Impervious
Area Area’ Surface Area to be Created or
Replaced
1,227.433* 2.889.122 42.5%

" Total existing impervious area within the project construction area (1,240.933) plus total existing impervious area
outside of the project construction area {1,648,189).
* From Table 4.8-1

REVISE the following text of the first paragraph:

It is anticipated that an approximately 6,800750 square foot treatment control
measure would be installed adjacent to Parking Structure “F” along the Stevens Creek
Boulevard frontage.

Page 95: ADD the following text to the second paragraph of Section 4.11.1.2 Storm Drainage
Systems:

This system is designed to accommodate flows associated with 10-year storm events
and existing land uses. The City reviews stormwater management for new
development projects on a case-by-case basis to ensure an effective and efficient
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Page 96:

Page 98:

solution and has integrated Program requirements into its review and approval
procedures (Santa Clara Gardens Development Project Draft EIR, March 9. 2006).

REVISE the first sentence of the fourth paragraph of Section 4.11.1.3 Sanitary
Sewer/Wastewater Treatment.

The sanitary sewer lines that would serve the proposed project are owned and
maintained by the City of San José.

REVISE the following text of the first sentence of Section 4.11.1.5 Electric, Natural
Gas, and Telephone Services:

Electricity and natural gas are provided to the site by PG&E and Silicon Valley
Power.

REVISE the following text of the last sentence of the third paragraph of Section
4.11.2.2 Water Supply Impacts:

O >

DEIR.* A Water Supply Assessment was completed by CSC for the portion of the
project site within Santa Clara (March 27, 2007). According to CSC, the City of
Santa Clara would be able to adequately supply the Valley Fair Shopping Center
expansion project without any additional source of water supply or operational
changes. In fact, the City’s Urban Water Management Plan took into account growth
and redevelopment within the City of Santa Clara including another significantly
larger development in the same area as the Valley Fair project.

ADD the following text after the last sentence of Section 4.11.2.3 Storm Drainage
Impacts:

Based on information contained in the Santa Clara Gardens Development Project
EIR, the City of Santa Clara’s storm drainage system is designed to accommodate
stormwater flows from existing land uses for a 10-year storm event. The proposed

shopping center expansion project would not result in a significant increase in the
volume of stormwater generated on the portion of the site that would be served by the

City of Santa Clara’s storm drainage system, when compared to the existing
condition. Therefore, the project would not adversely affect the City of Santa Clara’s
storm drainage system.

REVISE the following text of Section 4.11.2.4 Sanitary Sewer/Wastewater
Treatment Impacts:

The wastewater generated from the proposed expansion would not exceed the
capacity of the existing City of San Jos¢€ sanitary sewer lines, including the 15-inch
line in Winchester Boulevard that would serve the portion of the site in Santa Clara.
This effluent and can be accommodated at the San José/Santa Clara Water Pollution
Control Plant, as previously described. The proposed project would comply with
City of San José Council Policy 8-7 (Sanitary Sewer Level of Service) which ensures
that the collection system is adequate to accommodate new development. [Less than
Significant Impact]
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Page 99:

Page 125:

REVISE the following text of the first sentence of Section 4.11.2.6 Electricity,
Natural Gas, and Telephone Service Impacts:

Facilities for providing telephone, electrical and natural gas services are built and
maintained by the public and private utilities that provide these services under their
franchise agreements with the State of California.

REVISE the following text of the first sentence of Section 4.11.3 Mitigation and
Avoidance Measures for Impacts to Utilities and Service Systems:

As previously described in the above sections, Fthe proposed project will not result in
significant impacts on City of Santa Clara or City of San José utilities and service
systems.

REVISE the following text of the second, third, and fourth paragraphs of Section
4.11.4 Conclusion Regarding Utilities and Service System Impacts:

The volume of additional stormwater runoff to be generated by new development can
be accommodated by the existing City of Santa Clara and City of San José storm
drainage system. [Less than Significant Impact]

The proposed expansion of the shopping center would not significantly impact the
sanitary sewer system and would not exceed the capacity of the San José/Santa Clara
Water Pollution Control Plant. [Less than Significant Impact]

Demand for electricity and natural gas would increase under the proposed project, but
would not significantly impact PG&E and Silicon Valley Power’s delivery systems or
supplies. [Less than Significant Impact]

ADD the following text after Freeway Segments discussion in Section 7.3.2
Cumulative Transportation Impacts

Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study

As previously described in Section 4.2.3.11, the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study
was prepared to determine the effects of the proposed signal modifications on
Winchester Boulevard on nearby residential streets immediately west of Winchester

Boulevard. The Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study is included in Volume II of the
DEIR, as an Appendix to Appendix B.

The proposed signal modifications on Winchester Boulevard as part of the Valley
Fair project include relocating the signal at Dorcich Street and Winchester Boulevard
to a new shopping center entrance north of the existing signal. Level of service
calculations indicate that the new intersection would operate at LOS B or better
during all studied peak periods.

The Santa Clara Gardens Development project proposes to remove the signal at the
intersection of North Forest Street and Winchester Boulevard and North Forest Street
would be restricted to right-in and right-out only. A new west leg of the Forest
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Avenue and Winchester Boulevard intersection would be constructed into the

proposed Santa Clara Gardens Development project site.

As described in the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Studyv, as a result of the signal
modifications on Winchester Boulevard, weekday and Saturday daily traffic volumes
on Dorcich and Cecil Streets would decrease while traffic on Henry Avenue,
however, would increase to serve displaced traffic in the neighborhood. Henry
Avenue would serve a total of 1,000 or fewer trips per day. Residential streets have
the capacity to serve anywhere from 1,200 to 1,800 vehicles per day and still
maintain a suitable residential character.

Neither the City of San José nor the City of Santa Clara has thresholds for CEQA
impacts on residential streets. Therefore, impacts to these neighborhood streets have
not been identified and no mitigation is required or proposed. It should be noted,
however, that the City of San José’s Traffic Calming Policy shall be implemented
after project construction and once traffic re-distributes (usually between six months
and one vear post-construction). Studies shall be done to determine what types, if
any, of traffic calming mechanisms would be most beneficial fo redirect traffic in the
neighborhood and where they would be located.  The project applicant shall be
required to fund such traffic calming improvements.

Page 129: REVISE the following text of the fifth sentence of Section 8.2 GROWTH-
INDUCING IMPACTS:

As described in Section 3.0, Consistency with Adopted Plans, the proposed project is consistent with
the San José 2020 General Plan and the Santa Clara General Plan (1990-2005); as a result, it would
not cause further growth beyond what is anticipated in these General Plans.
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V. COPIES OF COMMENT LETTERS

The original comment letters on the Draft Environmental Impact Report, Valley Fair Shoppmg
Center Expansion Project, are provided on the following pages.

Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 59 First Amendment to the Draft EIR
City of San Jose April 2007



FEB-21-20@7 14:34 CITy OF SAN JOSE-PLANNING 488 232 6055 P.B2-11 A

STATE OF CALIFORNIA iﬂ}

Governar’'s Office of Planning and Reseaz;ch

Arnold Schwerzenegger
‘ Governor

-

. February 9, 2007

Janis Moors

City of San Jose :
200 East Santa Clara Street
San Jose, CA 95113-1905

Subject: Westhield Valley Fair Site Development Permit Filc No. H06-027 and General Plan Text
Amendment File No. GP06-T-04
SCH#: 2006052162

Dear Janis Moore:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review, On the
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period ¢losed on February 8, 2007, and the comments from the
responding agency (ics) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in ordcr, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in firmre
correspondence go that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These commments are forwarded for use in prepering your ﬁnal environmental document. Should you need
more mformation or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly,

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghcuse review requirements for draft

environmental documents, pursuant fo the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.

Smccrcly,

Director, State Clearinghouse
Enclosures

cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O.BOX 8044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TRL, (916) 445-0818  FAX (916) 528-3018 www.opz.ce.gov
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CITY OF SAN JOSE-PLANNING
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2008032162 .
Project Title  Westfisld Vallay Fair Site Development Permit File No. H08-027 and General Plan Text Amendment
Lead Agency Filg No, GP08-T-04
San Jose, City of
Type EIR Dreft EIR
Dascription The proposed project conelsts of a General Plan Text Amendmaent to increase the atiowed building
helght on the site from 50 fo 65 feet and a Site Development Permit to aliow approximately 650,000
gross square faot expansion of the existing Westfield Valley Falr Shopping Center to accommodats up
to two new anchor stores and additional retail spece. The project aiso includes the demolition and
reconstruction of two existing parking structures and the relocation of three outbuildings. Three existing
commercial buildings would be demolished and relocated as part of the projact, including two bank
buildings iocated along the southemn boundary of the site and the grocery/drug stare bullding locatsd
near the southwestern corner of the site. The bank buildings are currently located within the site and
the grocary/drug store bullding located near the southwestern portien of the site in the City of Santa
Clara. The grocsry/drug store building would be relocated to the north of the exdsting building, and
would remain within the Gity of Santa Clara. The project also Includes access and circulation
improvements, including the relocation of a southern driveway zlong Stevens Creek Boulevard o that
it would align with South Baywood Avenuae. This realignment would raquire the relocation of the traffic
signal an Steven's Craek Boulevard. Other access and roadwsay improvements ars also proposed
along the western boundary of the site aleng Winchester Boulevard and could include the relecation of
the existing traffic signal at Dorcich Street.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Janis Moore
Agenoy City of San .Jose
Phone (408) 536-7815 Fax
emali
Address 200 East Santa Clara Street
Cily San Jose State CA Zip 95113-1905
Project Location
Coynty Senta Clara
City San Jose
Region
Crogs Streets 1-880 and Stevens Creek Boulsvard
Parcel No. 274-43-031, 032, 035, 037, 040, 043, 048, 055, 059, 061 thru 083, 085 thru 073, 075 thru 080
Township Rangs Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways 1-880, Hwy 280
Alrports  N.Y. Mineta §.J. Intemational
Raitways GalTrain, LRT, UPRR
Waterways Los Gatos Creek
Schoals S.J. Unified, Campball Union
Land Use The majority of site is in San Jose: Shopping Canter complex / CG-Commerciel Ganeral Zoning

District / Regional Cormmarcial
The southwestern portion of the eits Is in Santa Clara Shoppig Center complex/ Commumty

Commercial Zoning District / Community and Reglonai Commercial

Note: Blanks in data flelds resuit from insufficient information provided by lead agency.



FEB-21-2007 14:34 CITY OF SAN JOSE-PLANNING 408 292 6655  P.@4-11
State Clearinghouse Data Base

Projectissues  Assthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Cumulative Effects; Drainage/Absomtion:
Economice/Jobs; Geologic/Seismic; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Noise; Other issues;
Population™Mousing Balance; Public Services; Sewer Capaclty; Salid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous;
Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wildlife %

Reviewlng Resources Agency; Reglonal Water Quality Control Board, Regibn 2; Department of Parks and
Agencies Recreation; Native American Heritage Commissian; Irtegrated Waste Management Board; Public
Utilites Commissian; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3;
Department of Waler Resources; California Highway Patrai; Caltrans, District 4; Caltrans, Division of
Aeronattics; Department of Toxic Substances Control

Date Received 12/26/2006 Start of Review 12/26/2008 End of Review (02/08/2007

Note: Blanks in data fields resuit from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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State of Califarnia — The Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND CAME
http://www.dfg.ca.gov

i POST OFFICE BOX 47
YOUNTVILLE, CALIFORNIA 94589
(707) 944-5500

January 4, 2007 | - LETTER B

Ms. Janis Moore

City of San Jose

200 East Santa Clara Street
San Jose, CA 95113-1905

Dear Ms. Moore:

Subject: Westfield Valley Fair Site Development (Permit #H06-027), SCH 2006052162,
San Jose, Santa Clara County

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the document for the subject
project. Please be advised this project may result in changes to fish and wildlife
resources as described in the California Code of Regulations, Title 14,

Section 753.5(d)(1)(A)-(G). Therefore, a de minimis determination is not appropriate,
and an environmental filing fee as required under Fish and Game Code Section
711.4(d) should be paid to the Santa Clara County Clerk on or before filing of the Notice
of Determination for this project.

Please note that the above comment is only in regard to the need to pay the
environmental filing fee and is not a comment by DFG on the significance of project
impacts or any proposed mitigation measures.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Dave Johnston, Environmental Scientist,
at (831) 466-0234 or Mr. Greg Martinelli, Acting Habitat Conservation Supervisor, at
(707) 944-5570.

Sincerely,

;@?f Mm Fo

Charles Armor '
Acting Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region

cc: State Clea ringhouse

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870



\(‘, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Maureen Gorsen, Director

Linda S. Adams 700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200 Amold Schwarzenegger

Secretary for Berkeley, California 94710-2721 Governor
Environmental .

Protection

¢
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February 5, 2007

Ms. Janis Moore

City of San Jose ,

Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San Jose, California 95113-1905

Dear Ms. Moore:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion (SCH #2006052162). As you may
be aware, pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.8,
the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) oversees cleanup of
sites where hazardous substances have been released. As a potential Resource
Agency, DTSC is submitting comments to help ensure environmental documentation
prepared for the Westfield Valley Fair Site under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) adequately addresses any remediation activities pertaining to releases of
hazardous substances.

According to the draft EIR, the project includes the expansion of the existing Westfield
Valley Fair shopping center to accommodate 650,000 square feet of additional retail
space and the demolition and reconstruction of two parking structures and three
commercial buildings and realignment of roadways. The various proposed activities in
the project area have the potential to disturb soil containing hazardous substances from
both agricultural activities. ‘

The draft EIR does not mention the need to thoroughly investigate the historical land
use of all properties both within and near the project area. For example, DTSC’s
EnviroStor database (http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/) identifies an adjacent
site south of Stevens Creek that was used for agriculture until the early 1960s and was
found to be contaminated with lead, arsenic, and chlorinated pesticides. The soil at the
Valley Fair site may be similarly contaminated. in addition, road work associated with
the project may disturb soil potentially contaminated with aerially deposited lead.

Without information about potential contamination from all previous land uses, DTSC
will be unable to determine whether hazardous substances may have been released to
project areas. We strongly suggest that the City of San Jose thoroughly assess all
historical activities within and near project areas. Based on that information, samples
should be collected to determine whether additional issues need to be addressed in the
CEQA compliance document. If hazardous substances have been released to the soil,
ground water, or surface water, these releases will need to be addressed as part of the

@ Printed on Recycled Paper
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CH

Ms. Janis Moore
February 5, 2007
Page 2 :

Pian.

For example, if the Plan includes soil excavation and remediation, the CEQA document

should include: (1) an assessment of air and health impacts associated with soil

excavation activities; (2) identification of applicable local standards, which may be
exceeded by the excavation activities, including dust levels and noise; (3) transportation
impacts from the removal or remedial activities; and (4) risk of upset if an accident
occurs at the Site.

DTSC and the Regional Board signed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), March 1,
2005 aimed at preventing duplication of efforts among the agencies in the regulatory
oversight of investigation and cleanup activities at brownfield sites. Under the MOA,
anyone requesting oversight from DTSC or the Regional Board must submit an
application to initiate the process to assign the appropriate oversight agency. The
completed application and site information may be submitted to either DTSC or

Regional Board office in your geographic area.

Please contact Amy E. DeMasi at (510) 540-3812 if you have any questions or would
like to schedule a meeting. Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,
s

Denise M. Tsuji, Unit Chief
Northern California - Coastal Cleanup Operations Branch

cc:.  Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
PO Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

Guenther Moskat
CEQA Tracking Center
Department of Toxic Substances Control
PO Box 806
Sacramento, California 95812-0806



Q California Regional Water Quality Control Board
u - San Francisco Bay Region E q §
Linda S. Adams Internet Address: http://www.swrch.ca.gov HE@E-EW &!d Schwarzenegger

Secretary for 1515 Clay Street. Suite 1400, Qakland, California 946} U* Governor
Environmental : Phone (510) 622-2300 . FAX (510) 622-2460 FEB 0 9 2007 ‘
Protection !
February 5,2007 | _ CITY OF SANJOSE
File No, 2188.05 (Sk&hfNNING DEPARTMELL. |
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement L__E-TTEK D
City of San Jose

Attn: Janis Moore
200 East Santa Clara Street, 3™ Floor
San Jose, CA 95113-1905

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion General
Plan Text Amendment and Site Development Permit (File No. GPOG-T-O4/HOG-027 SCH No.
2006052162), San Jose, California

Dear Ms. Moore:

Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) staff has reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact
Report and has the following comments.

Section 4.8.3.3, Long-term Water Quality Impacts (pages 81-82)

This section discusses the project’s proposed post-construction stormwater management measures, which would be
implemented to comply with Provision C.3 of the City of San Jose’s NPDES Permit (Provision C.3) and San Jose’s
| Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy (Policy 6-29). The proposed treatment includes a 6000 ft*
bioswale and media filter devices, including below ground vaults and/or manholes containing filter cartridges.

| Water Board staff is concemed because the sizing design standards for the post-construction treatment measures
Dl | were applied only to the net new impervious surface of 13,500 ft*. Provision C.3 and Policy 6-29 require that post-
construction treatment measures be sized to treat all new and/or replaced impervious surface for the site.
Furthermore, if more than 50% of the existing impervious surface on the site is replaced, Provision C.3 and Policy
6-29 require that all the existing, replaced, and new impervious surface be included in the stormwater treatment
design. This calculation has not been done in Section 4.8.3.3; rather, proposed disturbed land versus total project
site area (44.5%) was used to conclude that only the net new impervious surface area should be used in sizing the
‘reatment systems. Please revise Section 4.8.3.3 to be in compliance with Provision C.3 and Policy 6-29.

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (pages vi-xviii)

D2 This section does not include a discussion of the Long-term Water Quality Impacts and their corresponding
Mitigation and Avoidance Measures. Please include this discussion and ensure that it reflects the revised Section

4.8.3.3.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (510) 622-2386 or at sma@waterboards.ca.gov.
Sincerely,
Sue K. Ma
Water Resources Control Engineer

cc: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044
Melody Tovar, City of San Jose

California Environmental Protection Agency

o
i Recyeled Paper
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SC1.-880-0.40
SC1L880225
SCH2006052142
Ms. .Tanis”: Moare
City of San José
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José,?CA 95113
Dear Ms Moorc:

Westﬁald Valley Fair Site Development — Draft anxronmental Impact Repprt -
(DEIR) .

Thank ycm for including the California Department of Transportation {Department) id the:
environmental review process for the proposed project. We have rev1ewad lhe DEIR and'
have the followmg comments to offer. : «

Forecasting
The follcwmg scenarios should also be analyzed in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS):

a) Exlsnng Conditions

E\ b) Prnposed Project Only

¢) Cumulative Conditions

d) Cumulative Conditions Plus Proposed Project

Section 5? page 38 of Appendix B, Cumulative growth conditions, includes only the andlysis for
the Cumulative Condition Plus Proposed Project scenario. The Curnulative Condition yithout
Project trﬁfﬁc should also be analyzed.

Also, the Cumulatlve Condition and Cumulative Condition plus Proposed Project Cond#(ion,
should bc included in, the Transportation and Traffic Section, the main body of the DER.

Highway{; Operations
1. This project is causing significant impacts to I-880 and 1-280 under project and
£2 cumuljativc conditions. This development needs to mitigate for significant traffic

impacts to the State facilities and state what this mitigation will be or provide falr
sharc f ccs and identify improvements for which these fees will be used.
*Culerans improver mability acrosy Californis®
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Ms. Janis M.uu'u
Februnry 8. 200'1
Page 2 ;

2. Queuing impacts to State facilities for project and cumulative conditions should be
identified by comparing the calculated 95 percentile queue (design queue) to ttc
ava1léble queue storage. Queuving impacts to be identified include, but are n
limited to the following: Spillback queues from turn lanes at intersections, queugs
from ¢ one mtcrsechon that extend back and 1mpact other mtcrscctnons queues ¢

from the I- 280!Moorpa.rk intersection queue back on the qouthbound 1-280 off«rarn .
To fully analyze impacts to State facilities from queues on Stevens Creek Blvd.
Winchester Blvd. and Moorpark Ave., intersections should not be analyzed
1solatcd intersections. The intersections on these streets should be analyzed togethge
as a system using a tratfic model such as Synchro.

4. The I—880/Stcvcns Creek Blvd. intersection analysis, [or the A.M. project tralfic
: condmons is missing from this document. =

5. This documen( states that LOS analysis does not identify the operanonal problems
Stevens Creek Blvd. and a more detailed traffic operations analysis will be prepar
This detailed traffic operations analysis necds to be submitted for our review bef
the Final EIR is approved.

Transit and Community Planning
The project Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 indicates that pedestrian crossings shall He
enhanced: at strategic locations with countdown signals and that pedestrian pathways
shall be lined with shade trees.

The Conéeptual Site Plan (Figure 4) shows only one intersection improvement wi
pedestrian crossing treatments along Stevens Creek Boulevard.

We suggest that the project proponent include pedestrian crossing treatments §t
additional intersections between the project and adjacenl neighborhoods along Stevers
Creek Blvd Winchester Blvd. and Forest Avenue in order to accommodate alterna
modes of iransportaﬂon and reduce the demand for auto trips.

Although;%:l—SBO may represent a barrier to pedestrian access to the project from that

direction,! we suggest that the project proponent also consider enhancements
pedestrian access at the I-880/Stevens Creek Blvd. interchange.

*Caltrans improuves mobility acruys Californiu”




Ms. Janis Mm{rc
Rebruary B, 2007
Page 3 :

When more detailed project information is submitted as requested, the Departmen
further rev1ew and comment at that time. -

Should you have any questions regm'dmo ‘this letier, please call José L. Olveda of my
at (510) 286 5535. .

Smcerelyg,

TIMOTHY ¢ A

District Branch Chxef

IGR/CEQA

¢: Scott I\élorga.n (State Clearinghouse)

"Caltrans improvﬂ mobility across California”™

Cmme e w

will

staff




Roads and Airports Department

I CITY OF SANJUSE |
101 Skyport Drive L PLANNING DEPARTIMENT ¢

County of Santa Clara ;

San Jose, California 951 10-1302
(408) 573-2400

January 26, 2007

Ms. Janis Moore

City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San Jose, CA 95113-1905

Subj: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center
City File No: GP06-T-04/H06-027; SCH NO. 2006052162

Dear Ms. Moore:

We have received and reviewed your Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Westfield Valley
Fair Shopping Center. The following are our comments:

1. Traffic Analysis should include the intersections on San Tomas Expressway at Monroe Street,
Pruneridge Avenue, and Saratoga Avenue.

2. The improvements listed in Expressway Planning Study at San Tomas Expressway are not funded.
Therefore, this project should pay their fair share for these improvements, or provide mitigation
measures at impacted intersections.

F3 | 3. Please provide us a copy of your Final Environmental Impact Report for our review and comment.

Fl
FzZ

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this project. Please call me at (408) 573-2462
for any questions.

Sincerely,

i onls-
ix Lopgz™
roject Efigineer

cc: MA, AP, MLG, WRL, RN, file

Board of Supcervisors: Donald F. Gage, Blanca Alvarado, Pete McHugh, Ken Yeager, Liz Kniss
County Exccutive: Peter Kutras, Jr. 7007
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February 8, 2007

City of San Jose -

-Department of Planning and Building .

200 Bast Santa Clara Street
San Jose, CA 95113

Attention: Janis Moore

Subject: City File No. H06-027 / Westfield Valley Fair Draft EIR

Dear Ms. Moore:

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authonty (VTA) has reviewed the Draft EIR (DEIR) fora
650,000-square foot expansion of the shopping center at the northeast corner of Stevens Creek
and Winchester boulevards. We hope to have the following concerns addressed in the

development:

Transit Support

Consideration of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

Valley Transportation Plan 2030 (VTP 2030) and the VT A Meagure A Revenue and Expenditure
Plan both include implementation of a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Corridor on Steven Creek
Boulevard as a major initiative with funding from local and federal sources. The developments
near the mtersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester boulevards will be a major focal point for
this Corridor. Absent from this DEIR analysis 1s a discussion of the proposed Stevens Creek Bus
Rapid Transit (BRT). It is anticipated that the new service will begin within the next three to
five years.

As stated in a letter sent by VTA on June 26, 2006 regarding the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for
the proposed shopping center expansion, the BRT line will require dedicated, street-front right-
of-way for stations along both sides of Stevens Creek Boulevard between Monroe Avenue and
Winchester Boulevard. In addition, a new bus stop located on Winchester Boulevard
immediately north of Stevens Creek Boulevard for VTA Route 60 will provide needed “cross
platform transfer” functionality once the Stevens Creek BRT is in service. The letter requested
that the environmental analysis assume BRT operations and include these facilities. City staff
will work with VTA to identify locations for BRT stations. Critical to introducing the BRT
service in a compressed schedule will be the ability to serve major generators such as the Valley
Fair Mall in an efficient manner through well-designed station facilities near the corner of
Stevens Creek and Winchester boulevards. The developer should be required to contribute new

. transit station facilities at the selected location in conjunction with implementation of BRT.

3331 Narth Fiest Street - San Jose, CA 95134-1906 - Administrofion 408.321.5555 - Customer Service 408,321.2300
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections ‘
Please discuss in the DEIR pedestrian access to the proposed project site from adjacent

neighborhoods, particularly from the recently approved senior housing at the BAREC site on
Winchester Boulevard in the City of Santa Clara. VTA recommends that the pedestrian realm
along Winchester Boulevard between the senior housing and the proposed project site be
designed to be inviting and safe. As part of the effort to provide an inviting and safe
environment, please consider amenities such as landscaping, benches, and a varied fagade that is
rich in pedestrian detai] as described in sections 2.1 and 4.1 of VTA’s Pedestrian Technical
Guidelines. For more information or a copy of these guidelines, please contact VTA at (408)
321-5725,

The DEIR states that San Jose’s General Plan designates Stevens Creek Boulevard as a future
bicyele facility. VTA considers this corridor important to bicycle travel as well and intends to
add Stevens Creek Boulevard to its network of cross-county bicycle corridors in the coming
months. Please provide information regarding the future bicycle improvements that are intended
for the proposed project site so that they may be considered as part of the work to add Stevens
Creek Boulevard to the network of cross-county bicycle corridors.

Transportation Impact Analysis Review

Proposed Mitigation for Freeway Segments
Page 44 of the DEIR states that the results of the freeway level of service analysis indicate that

the proposed project would create a significant impact on freeway segments on two freeways (I-
880 and I-280) in the project area. The DEIR also states that the proposed project would
contribute a fair share contribution towards identified improvements on the southbound side of
the I-880/Stevens Creek interchange to be negotiated during the funding process for the
improvements. VTA strongly supports such developer contributions towards improvements
related to the freeway system adjacent to the development.

VTA is cuirently undertaking a study for I-880, which includes reviewing improvements to the
Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange at I-880, Monroe Street adjacent to Valley Fair Mall, and
the Winchester Boulevard interchange at I-280. VTA encourages the developer’s input and
contribution on these improvements via coordination through the City of San Jose.

- Mitigation to CMP Intersection

Page 46 of the DEIR states that there would be a significant impact on the Congestion
Management Program (CMP) intersection Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard if
widening of the intersection to include a second southbound left-turmn werc found to be infeasible
by the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara. If this mitigation is found to be infeasible, it is
recommended that the developer provide a fair share contribution toward identified
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City of San Jose
February 8, 2007
Page 3

improvements at the adjacent CMP intersection at Stevens Creek Boulevard and San Tomas
Expressway. An improvement was identified for this intersection as part of the County
Expressway Study.

Pass-by Trip Reduction Rates
A twenty five percent (25%) reduction for pass-by trips was used in this DEIR. Please provide
back-up documentation on how this percentage was derived.

Parking

The DEIR proposes an additional 114 parking spaces beyond the City of San Jose’s zoning
ordinance. The concept of not providing these spaces and using the land area for BRT
accommodation should be explored working through the City of San Jose and with VTA.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions, please call Roy
Molseed at (408) 321-5784.

Chris Augenstex

Transportation Planning Manager

Sincerely,

CA:RM:kh

cc: Ebrahim Sohrabi, San Jose Development Services
Hans Larsen, City of San Jose

a4



Santa Clara

1

k-

Plarreng Orasion

to

February 20, 2007

Mr. Akom Danielson

Principal Planner

Depariment of Plannine. Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Streat

San fose, CA 95113-1905

Re: Drafi EIR - Westficld Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion (FI06-027/
GPOG-T-04)

Dear Mr. Danielson,

This letter is to fodlow up on severs!l recent communications between the cities of Santa
Clara and San Josc regarding Santa Clara’s comments on the Valley Fair Expansion Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  While the City of San Jose has taken the role of
Lead Agency in the preparation of the CEQA document, the City of Samta Clara is
¢lfectively a Co-Lead Agency as it does need to rely upon and also certify either this
document or a similar analysis in order 10 1ssuc the discretionary permits for a Variance
H\ application and Architectural Approval required within its jurisdiction. In this particular
case, the entitlements and permits required to implement the project within our
Jurisdiction are key components of the overall project.  Insofar as we want o utilize the
samic offort and docament, Santa Clara 18 very interested in assuring that the centification
of the Final EIR is a thorough and comprehensive evaluation of the issucs of concern.

At the outset, I would like to thank yvou for the tine that you and several City of San Jose
stafl members ook to mect with our Public Works Dircctor, Acting Tralfic Engincer and
our Development Review Manager on February 13" to discuss the Dorcich Street
Neighborhood Study and the traffic analysis for the Valley Fair DEIR. As we have
discussed, the changes to the mall that are being proposed by Westfield are important 1o
both cities in a number of wavs.  These mportant und vital changes require an
envirommental decument that analyzes the impacts that will be asseciated with increasing
Noor space at the mall by almost 6530000 square feet and altering site access.  The
alteravons may have significant impacis to those who vispt the si1e as well as those who
five or work near the sile, and cven o those who merely pass by the center at certain
tmes. With that m mind, the City of Santa Clara 15 prosviding its comments 1o the DEIR.
| apologize for the delay in meeting vour deadline and our Later commitment of Jast week,
but we hope that these commenis will rusult in a more thorough evaluation for the public
and the decision makers m both cities.




H>

H4

Transportation and Traffic Impacts

Issue 10 Poientiad ucighborhood traffic impacts vesulting from the project wre noi
reflecied it DEIR The Dorcich Street Naghborhood Study by Hexagon Transportation
Consultant. Inc.. dated October 23, 2006 was prepared for this project.  No references
have been madce in the DEIR (w this report; it is referenced in the TIA information in the
appendices, but the report itsel! is not included there. The study appears to recognize that
the residential neighborhoods to the West of Valley Fair could cxperience up to 44%
percent merease in vehiele trips on Henry Avenue. Wihile comparing the existing and
future darly traflic on Henry Avenue as cited in Figure 2 and 7 of the report, the increase
in traffic volume 1s [rom 369 to [111 (an increase of 742 daily trips, approximately
A00%), In contrast, the DEIR concludes that no neighborhood trpacts will oceur,

Per the discussion with your stalf, we understand that San Jose maimtains that the vaffic
increase 1s atiributed to the existing ncighborhood tralfic bemng redirected within the
neighborhood as a result of propased street improvenents along Winchester Boulevard.

Response Requested: The DEIR should adequately address whether a threshold of traffic
impact in the neighborhood has been identified and provide the quantitative critcria
and’or applicable City of San José policy that specifically addresses this analysis. If there
is nol a threshold or an impact that applicable, this should be clearly stated. Changes to
the traffic patterns and increased wvehicle tnips on any given streel within the
neighborhood may appear 1o residents as an tmpact of the project, even if not the result of
inereased wip gencration from outside the neighborhood or even measurable according o
any standard acceptable methodology.,  Even if this not a significant impact under
standard analysis methodologics, the neighborhood will sull perceive these increases us a
ncgative, qualitative impact on the current operation of the streets w the arca. The DEIR
should therelore explain how the changes of distribution of tips on streets within the
Henry/Dorcich neighborhood is not considered an adverse impact under CEQA, address
the effects as significant or not and determine that mitigation mweasures are or arc not
required by CEQA.

Issie 2: The Traffic Study was done to address the weekend peak hour of the use, with
fraffic counts taken on a Saturday in April, but 1t does not account for scusonal traffic
increases that are commonly attributed to the November/December shopping period.

Response Requested: Trip generation during busiest season {seasonal variations) should
be acknowledged and guantified in the TIA and EIR.  Methodology siandards for
seasonal impacts should be discussed. In the event there are no applicable standards, this
should be stated, as it likely will be an item of public concern. 17 there is an appropriate
cvaluation, this should be undertaken and consideration should be given to how such
scasonal demands could be accommodated. including the impacts and mutigations of
seasonal variauons to the neighborhood streets. I there are ne appropriate mitigation
measures for a iimited seasonal impact, this should be se stated and justified in the
findings at the time of project approval.

Ciey of Santa Clara Comments - Westtield DEIR (23
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Issue 3: Pass-by trip reduction of 25 percent was used in the Traffic Impact Analvsis
{TiA) and referenced tn the DEIR, '

Response Requested: The T14 should clearly explain, justify, and document the 25
percent trip reduction as recommended in the TIA Guidelines prepared by the Valley
Transportasion Authority (VTA).

Litilities
Issue 4: There is no reference o Silicon Valley Power (SVP) jurisdiction aid power
supply.,

The DEIR only addresses Pacific Gas & Electric as providing power in the arca. For the
portions of the site in Santa Clara, the City’s electric utility, Silicon Valley Power, will be
the provider. The document states that there is no impact to existing uvitlities. While
current powey supply appears to be adequale, new elecirical service lines and associnted
vaults would be required from SVP 1o serve a portion of the development focated n
Sunta Clara. Modification o existing casements and recordation of new easements may
he required for the portion of the project in Santa Clara.

Response Requesred: Revise language in DEIR 1o reflect utilities required and provided
by the Cuy of Santa Clara,

fssue 5: The DEIR incorrectly identifies the City of San Josc as having sole jurisdiction
over the provision of wastewater treatment to the site. including conveyance system
issucs. The portion of the development located in Santa Clara will be served by Santa
Clara. The DEIR only identifies San Jose/Santa Clars Water Poliution Control Plam
(WPCP) capacity. There 1s no reference o conveyance, Impacts are identified as ~1ess
than Significant.”

Sunta Clara Public Works Departinent bas identilicd several areas where sewer
conveyvance lines are at capacity, neluding parts of the system on Winchester Boulevard,
There is no environmental assessment made about the conveyance capacity for sewer
lines under Santa Clara’s Jurisdiction.  Depending upon proposed sewer connections
required for the project arca served by Sanla Clara facilitics, sewer conveyance capacity
is a possible factor requiring additional analysis and mitigation. Under this current status,
the conclusion regarding impacts of the project is unsubstantiated.

Response Reguested: Potential sewer impacts associated with the proposed project must
be identified, and appropriate studies undertaken, The conclusion of those studies along
and possible miugation must be mceluded in the DEIR as approprate. Should the
upgrading of sewer hines be required for the project, the potential for growth inducing
nupacts associated with passible new sewer Hnes must also be discussed in the DEIR,

Issue 6 1n discussing water supplics to serve the project. San José did not seek o water
supply assessment from the City of Santa Clara. To reach this conclusion, the DEIR spht
the waler requirements based on which portion of the project required what watcer,

Cinv of Sana € Conments Westfield DEIR (Y
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Cufiforma Water Code sections 10910 1o 10912 require thal water supplies for certain
tvpes of development be included i environmental review documents,  First, section
10912 {a) ) states that “projects” governed by these requirements include any shopping
center containing 300,000 square feet, Onee a development proposal mects the defimtion
of a project, the lead agency must then identify the public water svstems thal eould serve
any portion of the project. Oncg identified. the public water system must then answer the
guestions posed in seetion 10910 regarding whether the project was included in the most
recent urban water imanagement plan and other issues regarding the long-term (i.c. more
than 20 vears) water supply to support the anticipated growth.

In the DEIR, the City of San José identified that the City of Santa Clara was a public
water system providing water 1o part of the project site. In a footnote, the DEIR mdicated
that no water report was necessary from Santa Clara because the portion of the project
site within Santa Clara did not meet the statutory threshold.  However, the statutory
scheme views the entirety of the project, not just what portions of the proiect may or may
not be served by certan public purveyors. This conclusion is bome out by the language in
section 10910 that describes the possibility of multiple water supphers being required to
furnish reports for individual projects. Segmenting the project to areas where less than
S00,000 is present is comrary to the law. As such, & waler supply assessment needs from
Santa Clara needs to be included i the DEIR

Response Requested: Include a water supply assessment from the City of Santa Clara i
the IR, In the event there 1s not sufficient water, be prepared to discuss, as required by
CEQA. the alternate sources available and the potential impacts associated with using
such sources.

Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures
Issue 7: In several instances. San José finds certain nutigation measures infeasible
because identified mitigation measures cannot be implemented by San José,

in the recent case, City of Marina v, Board of Trustees of the Califorma State University
1200063 39 Caldth 341, the Cabiformia Supreme Court clarificd the role a lead ageney
plavs when imposing mitigation measures where Impacts outside the lead agency’s
jurisdiction ocenr Key points ratsed by the Court are:

o CEQA requires a public agencey to “mitigate or avoid i1s projects’ significam
erlvets not just on the ageney's own property but on the environment.”

e A finding of a miligation mieasure 10 be infeasible. because there was no
assurance that the fees would be used to provide the required mitigation s not
a basts to reject ajurisdiction’s own ability to make a voluntary pavment,

Response Reguested: In view of the Marina case, responses should be amended o
i

include the current legal standard required for determinations of infeasibitity of
mitigation for impacts that occur cutside the lead agency’s jurisdiction.

Ciry of manig Clara Conpents - Wosthiold DEIR (4)
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Issue 8: The DEIR wdentifies certamn nupacts and proposed nutigations.  However, the
DEIR then attempts to defer analysis of the mitigations and their feasibility antil after the
project has been upproved.

Pubiic Resources Code section 21002 provides i part:

“The Legislature finds and declares that 1s 1t the pohicy of the state that
public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there arc
feasible alternative or feasible mitigation measurcs available which would
substantially lessen the significant environmental elfects of such projects,
. The Legislature further finds and declares that in the event specific
economic, social, or other conditions make infcasible such project
alternatives or such mitigation measures, mdividual projects may be
appraved in spite of one or more significant effects thercot”

The determination to reject alternatives or mitigation measures must be supported by
recorded findings. (Pub. Resources Code § 210815 In order 10 meet this requirement, the
agency must weigh the feasibility of the proposed alternatives and o make findings
regarding feasibibity. Citizens For Qudalitv Growth v, Cinv of Mount Shasta (1998) 198
Cal App.3d 433, 243 Cal.Rptr. 727

Where the determination of infeasibility is premised on the cost of the mitigation
measure, the question is not whether there is increased cost or lost profit, but upon
whether the effect of the proposed mitigation is such that the project is rendered
impraciical. Citizens of Golety Vallev v, Board of Supervisors {1988) 197 Cal.App.3d
FE67, 1181, 243 Cal.Rptr. 339, The fact that a project costs too much to be prolitable or
cannot operate al a profit 5o as 1o render it impractical dees not hinge on the wealth of its
proponent. No proponent, whether wealthy or not, is likely o proveed with a project that
witl not be cconomically successful. But. if the project can be economically successtul
with mitigation, then CEQA requires that mitigation, regardless of the proponent's
financial status, ¢ /hid.)

Response Reguested: Findings must be provided for any responses that are deemed
“infeasible”™ at the ume the DEIR 15 prepared. Determination of the feasibility of
atigation measures cannol be deferred under CEQA. Amend responses as necessary to
complv with CEQA,

Construction Impacts

Issue 9: The parking analysis only describes post construction circulation and onsite
parking numbers. There is no description of parking impacts. on-site circulation
modificalions, and displaced parking, or thewr effects on the eoxisting shopping center
during copstruction,

It 15 anticipated that restricted access necessary o allow for consiruction vehicles.

matenals staging, safety batler zones and construction fields, wall hoave an impact on
surrounding roadways, available onsite parking and potentially naighborhood traffic

Uity of Nams Clara Comments - Westiield DEIR %3
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during construction phases, particularly when the Santa Clara portion of the development

takes place,

Response Reguested: The DEIR should melude discussion of site and circulation impacts

i the existing shopping cemer and surrounding roadways.

Attached please find a summary of pages subject 10 revisions based on the content of this
ictter, Thank vou [or allowing us this opportunity to review the DEIR. If vou should
have any questions, please teel free to contact me, or Gloria Sciara, at (408) 615-24350.

Sincerely,
P

. i 2
Vs Rt

Sl fiae b - (U
e -
Kevin L. Rifey, AICP j
Direetor of Planning and Inspection
City ol Santa Clara

cer City Manager
Dircctor of Public Works
Interim Manager of Dovelopment Review
Assistant City Attomey. 8. Cochran

Attachments
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Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project
City of Santa Clara EIR Comments
Project File # H06-027/GP06-T-04

Section 3.1.3.9 Level of Service Policies
This Section number should be corrected. It comes after Section 3.1.3.4 but before
Section 3.1.3.5.

(Page 18) Policy #6: What is the definition of Level of Service “D” for sanitary sewer
conveyance capacity?

The City of Santa Clara sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria is not specified in the
report. Need to add.

Consistency: Same mitigation as for the City of San Jose, if the City of Santa Clara
sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria is exceeded.

Section 4.8.3.3 Long-Term Water Quality Impacts
(Page 82) Table 4.8-1: The column heading of “Existing SF” should read “Project SF”
and the column heading of “Project SF” should read “Existing SF”.

Section 4.1.2.3 Impacts from the Project
(Page 28) References the traffic impacts (increases in traffic may affect nearby
commercial and residential, yet concludes that the project impact is “Less than
Significant”. See comments regarding Hexagon’s Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study in
our letter under “Transportation and Traffic Impacts” and amend report.

Section 4.1.2.5 Short-term construction and Demolition Impacts
(Page 28) does not include discussion on temporary loss of parking and restricted site
access. Please refer to comments in our letter under “Construction Impacts™ and amend
report to include these temporary impacts and measures to offset site and parking
impacts.

Section 4.2.1.5 Existing Traffic Operations
(Page 37) Include discussion regarding existing and future traffic numbers as discussed in
the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study as referenced in our letter under “Transportation
and Traffic Impacts™.

Section 4.2.2 Background Conditions
(Page 37) Include discussion regarding existing Dorcich Street neighborhood traffic

counts.

Section 4.2.3.1 Thresholds for Significance (Transportation and Traffic Impacts)
(Page 38) Include criteria regarding thresholds for neighborhood traffic that would apply
to Dorcich Street neighborhood traffic increases

LAPLANNING'2007\Project Files Active\PLN2006-05962 2855 Stevens Creek Blvd. Valley Fait\EIR Comments.City of Santa Clara.section
summary..doc



Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project
City of Santa Clara EIR Comments
Page 2 of 4

Section 4.2.3.10 Site Access and On-site Impacts

(Page 45) 3" Paragraph references the relocated Dorcich Street Intersection and post-
project level of service (LOS B), and references that this improvement is under Santa
Clara’s authority. Please see Issue 8 of our letter and amend text so that the analysis of
mitigation measures is addressed in current document rather than deferred as currently
noted.

Section 4.2.4 Mitigation and Avoidance Measures for Transportation and Traffic Impacts

Section 4.2.4.1 Mitigation for Significant Impact at Steven’s Creek Boulevard/Winchester
Boulevard Intersection

(Page 46) Impacts are identified as “Less than Significant Impact if Mitigation is
Determined to be Feasible and made a Condition of Project Approval” “Significant
Unavoidable impact if Mitigation is Determined to be Infeasible”. Please see
“Infeasibility of Mitigation Measure” section of our letter and amend the DEIR to include
the current legal standard required for determinations of infeasibility.

JO . Section 4.2.5 Conclusion regarding Transportation and Traffic Impacts

Q.

(Page 47) Paragraph 1 concludes that the project “would not result in significant traffic
impacts... during weekday peak hours.” It further states, “No mitigation measures are
required or proposed” This statement needs to be clarified. The project does have
significant traffic impacts and mitigation measures are proposed but not referenced here.

(Page 47) Paragraph 2 Defers determination of feasibility for the traffic mitigation
measures that would be constructed under the City of Santa Clara’s approval and
jurisdiction. Please see “Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures” section of our letter and
amend text to include the current legal standard required for determinations of
infeasibility.

(Page 47) Paragraph 3 identifies improvements to the I 280/1 880 interchange, as
“Significant Unavoidable Impact” with no feasible mitigation measures available. Please
see “Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures” section of our letter and amend text to include
the current legal standard required for determinations of infeasibility.

(Page 47) This section should also reference conclusion of Hexagon’s Dorcich Street
Neighborhood Study as referenced in our letter under “Transportation and Traffic
Impacts” with appropriate rationale and conclusions based on San Jose’s thresholds for
significance.

[\PLANNING\2007\Project Files Active\PLN2006-05962 2855 Stevens Creek Blvd. Valley FairtEIR Comments.City of Santa Clara.section
summary..doc .
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Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project
City of Santa Clara EIR Comments
Page 3 of 4

Section 4.11.1.2 Storm Drainage Systems
(Page 95) Add the following:
“New storm drain lines will be constructed and existing lines will be upgraded, as
necessary, to comply with City of San Jose and City of Santa Clara storm drain
conveyance capacity criteria.”

Section 4.11.1.3 Sanitary Sewer/Wastewater Treatment
(Page 96) In the first sentence of the last paragraph, include the City of Santa Clara as an
additional agency that owns and maintains sanitary sewer lines serving part of the site.
Also include in said paragraph, the City of Santa Clara’s sanitary sewer conveyance
capacity criteria.

Section 4.11.1.5 Electric, Natural Gas, and Telephone Services -
(Page 96) State that Silicon Valley Power (City of Santa Clara Electric Department) as a
public electric utility, provides electricity to part of the site.

Section 4.11.2. Utilities and Service Impacts (page 97)

Section 4.11.2.1 Thresholds for Significance (Utility and Service Impacts)
(Page 97) Include thresholds, which states that, the upgrading or existing sewer lines
should current conditions exceed capacity of the existing sanitary sewer lines located in
and served by the City of Santa Clara. Add language stating that the project is to comply
with the City of Santa Clara Sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria.

Section 4.11.2.4 Sanitary Sewer/Wastewater Treatment Impacts
(Page 98) How was the determination made that the expansion would not exceed the
capacity of the existing sanitary sewer lines in the City of Santa Clara? Add language
stating that the project is to comply with the City of Santa Clara Sanitary sewer
conveyance capacity criteria. '

Section 4.11.2.6 Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telephone Service Impacts.
(Page 99) Need to include Silicon Valley Power (City of Santa Clara Electric
Department) as a public electric utility, serving part of the site.

Section 4.11.3 Mitigation and Avoidance Measures for Impacts to Ultilities and Service Systems
(Page 99) Need to determine if the City of Santa Clara storm drain and sanitary sewer
systems are not significantly impacted before making the statement that there are no
significant impacts.

IAPLANNING\2007\Project Files Active\PLN2006-05962 2855 Stevens Creek Blvd.Valley Fair\EIR Comments.City of Santa Clara.section
summary..doc
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Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project
City of Santa Clara EIR Comments
Page 4 of 4

Section 4.11.4 Conclusion Regarding Utilities and Service System Impacts
(Page 99) For the second and third paragraphs, see comment made under Section 4.11.3
above. In the fifth paragraph, include input from Silicon Valley Power (City of Santa
Clara Electric Department). Also see comment under Section 4.11.1.5.

Section 4.11.2.1 Thresholds for Significance
(Page 97) Include thresholds applicable for the City of Santa Clara as described in our
comment letter under Issue 3 of the Utilities discussion.

Section 4.11.2.2 Water Supply Impacts
(Page 97) Please see Issue 3 under the Utilities section of our letter and amend discussion
in the DEIR to reflect the required water supply analysis.

Section 4.11.4 Conclusions regarding Utilities and Service Systems Impacts
(Page 99) Revise impacts assumptions upon completion of necessary studies and statutes
as discussed under the section of our letter titled “Utilities.”

7.3 Analysis of Cumulative Impacts (Page 120)

Section 7.3.2 Cumulative Transportation Impacts
(Page 121) This section should include discussion regarding effects of the proposed and
future projects in on the Dorcich Street Neighborhood.

Section 7.3.2 Mitigation Measures for Cumulative Transportation Impacts
(Page 125) Amend each sections’ Determination of Significance statements to reflect our
discussion under “Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures” of our letter to comply with
current legal standard required for determinations of infeasibility.

Section 8.2 Growth Inducing Impacts
(Page 129) Reconsider conclusion in light of the potential sewer conveyance capacity
issue for parts of the project, which are located in and served by the City of Santa Clara
that has not been studied to date.

[APLANNING\2007\Project Files Active\PLN2006-05962 2855 Stevens Creek Blvd.Valley Fair\EIR Comments.City of Santa Clara.section
summary..doc
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LETTER X

VIA FACSIMILE & U.S. MAIL

Janis Moore

Department of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San Jose, Ca 95113-1905

Re:  Draft EIR for Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project,
GP06-TH06-027; SCH No. 2006052162
Our File No.: 09244-047

Dear Ms. Moore:

On behalf of Federal Realty Investment Trust, we submit the following comment on the
abave-referenced Draft EIR.

The recent rezoriing of Santana Row is properly listed as a cumulative project in Table
7.0-1 on page 120. However, the project description is not completely accurate. A more
accurate project description would be as follows:

The Planned Development Rezoning: 1) allows up to 400
additional multi-family attached residences (1,601 total units if a
second hotel is not built) or up to 210 additional dwelling units
(1,411 total units if the second 190 room hotel is built); 2) allows
an additional 15,000 square feet of retail/commercial space for a
total of 695,000 square feet; 3) allows up to 20,000 square feet of
currently permitted general retail/commercial space to be replaced

» +
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February 5, 2007

with 20,000 square feet of restaurant space for a total of 115,200
square feet of restaurant/night club uses.
Thank you for giving us an opportunity to review the Draft EIR.
Very truly yours,
BERLINER COHEN

L / S *’(/7 ;
(,-‘?‘u/\/g%’\ (/&/@@*\/

LINDA A. CALLON
E-Mail: linda.callon@berliner.com

LAC:cem

cc: Randy Everman
Dawn Becker

\LAC\716769.1 -2-
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www.coryneighborhood.org
San Jose, California

February 12, 2007

Richard E. Allen

2383 W. Hedding Street
San Jose, CA 95129
(408) 921-2647

Janis Moore

Environmental Review Section

City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Dear Janis,

The Cory Neighborhood Association (CNA) has prepared this response in regard to the
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion
Project H06-027/GP06-T-04. The Cory Neighborhood Association represents
approximately 1400 households in San Jose, bordered on the west by Winchester Bivd.,
on the north by Newhall St., on the east by Bascom Ave. and Interstate 880, and on the
south by Forest Ave. For a detailed map of our neighborhoad please visit

http:/Awww. coryneighborhood.org/map. htmi

Background ‘

For the past 5 years our Neighborhood Association has been aggressively seeking traffic
calming measures and better traffic management of the increasing number of vehicles in
our area. Our neighborhood is constantly inundated with cut-through traffic, speeding on
major thoroughfares and increased traffic congestion at almost every major intersection
around and in our neighborhood. Our attempts to address these issues with traffic
calming and other departments within the City of San Jose have not yielded lasting
results.

Assessment

Our Association adamantly opposes any further deterioration of intersections around and
in our neighborhood without the appropriate measures by the City of San Jose to protect
resident safety, acceptable level of service (LOS) at intersections and manageable traffic
levels. The cumulative effect of planned developments around our neighborhood
(Santana Row expansion, BAREC development, proposed Valley Fair Expansion) will
further deteriorate the LOS at intersections that are already operating at or near capacity,
further burden a failing freeway interchange at interstate 280/880, and most likely
increase the volume of traffic in our neighborhood.

10of 2
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As advocates for our community, we have consistently strived to maintain a positive
dialogue with Westfield's Valley Fair over the past 3 years. Rather than fuel an
opposition effort against their proposal, we are trying to partner with them to find mutual
interests that benefit both our groups. In the long term, this will not be possible without
the support and investment in infrastructure by the City of San Jose. We fully understand
the importance of further development of retail commerce within the City of San Jose.
However it is specifically disadvantageous to our neighborhood to force our residents to
completely absorb the impact in exchange for increased sales tax revenue that will
benefit the entire City of San Jose. QOur residents will have to deal with the aftermath of
the proposed developments years after they are finished.

To clarify, we are not explicitly opposed to any new development or expansion for the
J2 sake of progress, however we ask that the City of San Jose get serious about making
long-overdue improvements to our neighborhood and find ways to manage the traffic
congestion, support reasonable LOS at intersections, and protect the integrity of our
neighborhood community. We would like to see our neighborhood prosper alongside the
development, but we really need the full support of the City of San Jose to make that a
reality.

The Cary Neighborhood Association would like to be involved as much as possible in
ongoing discussions, comments, and reviews regarding this project. Please keep us
informed so that we can represent our neighbors and ensure that this project benefits the
City of San Jose and all Cory residents.

Sincerely,
Richard E. Allen

President - Cory Neighborhood Association

20of 2
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Moore, Janis

From: Cameron M. Colson [cameroncolson@californiacompliant.com)
Sent: Woednesday, January 03, 2007 8:45 AM

To: Moore, Janis

Subject: Westfield EIR Comment INPUT

Good morning JANIS.

THANKS FOR THE PING BACK

I HAVE A 7

DOES EMAIL FORMAT WORK FOR COMMENT SUBMISSION?
If yes, please distribute as appropriate.

Is the current STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN for The Westfield SITE
a.) current, b.) effective and appropriate, ¢.) Monitored.

I would like to input comment: ®Tennant Improvement Projects® result in many common and
avoidable Storm Water violations.

RECOMMENED ACTION Unannounced video monitor condition of drainage of site, currently.
Baseline compliance verification is recommended prior to any council action in this
matter. Video monitor from the ground all storm drain inlets, giving perspective to the
drainage areas into the inlet itself.

Observe inside drain to see the condition of each inlet. Check all loading docks for storm
drains. Inspect garbage/refuse areas. Identify surface tracking of residue or other grease
from food services. Submit tape to the record in this matter to the city council for their
edification.

I believe that there exists reasonable solutions..... economical, effective, and
ecologically responsible.

PS there is/was a mobile vehicle detail company operating on this site.
Cameron Colson
408-205-5757

> From: "Moore, Janis" <Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.govs

> Date: Wed, 3 Jan 2007 07:57:11 -0800

> To: "'Cameron M. Colson'® <cameroncolson@callfornlacompllanL com>
> Subject: RE: Westfield EIR

>

> Yes, I am the Environmental Manager for that EIR; and Erin Morris is
> the Project Manager for the actual Project Site Development Permit.
>

> Janis Moore, Planner IT

> Environmental Review Section

> City of San Jose

> Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 200 E. Santa
> Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor San Jose, CA 95113

> T: {(408) 535-7815

> F: {408) 292-6055

>

----- Original Message--~--

From: Cameron M. Colson [mailto:cameroncolson@californiacompliant.com]
Sent: Saturday, December 30, 2006 7:07 PM

To: janism@sanjoseca.gov

Subject: Westfield EIR

A\

Are you the point person at the city for the Westfield EIR?

Cameron Colson
408-205-5757

V V.V V V V V V V V VYV
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KATHRYN MATHEWSON
DISTINCTIVE GARDENS

1698 HANCHETT AVE - SAN JOSE - CA 95128
408 = 292 - 9595 Fax: 408 =292 - 9166

kmathewson@secretgardens.com
www.secretgardens.com

January 8, 2007

Janis Moore, Planner li

Environmental Review Section

City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

T: (408) 535-7815

F: (408) 292-6055

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Westfield Valley Fair
Dear Ms. Moore:

| attended the hearings at Valley Fair on the expansion and signed my name lo receive further
information. | am amazed that you have left out the concerned citizens in informing them about
the Westfield Valley Fair Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). i have received nothing
from you-and only by chance received information from a Save BAREC member a few days ago.
Thank you for extending the comment period so my voice couid be heard. However, | am afraid
that many other voices will not be heard because they are unaware of this DEIR.

1 live within a mile of Valley Fair and lived here when it was first built. My family and neighbors
visited Valley Fair reguiarly until the last time it was enlarged and expanded. This expansion
made it feel like a walled complex that isolated it from the community. Therefore, it has become a
very unfriendly place to visit. Now we never visit it. It is not a place for the local neighborhoods
but instead a place for commuters. The new proposals are making this problem even greater.
Following are the problems with the expansion as | see it from a professional landscape
architecture perspective: '

1. The traffic problems at #280 and #880 must be solved before any expansion takes
place near this intersection. There should be no more development until the traffic
problem has completely disappeared. As indicated on the front page of the San Jose
Mercury News (hitp://www.mercurynews.com/mid/mercurynews/16213031.htm), the top
three worst intersectionis in the Bay Area are at this intersection. | will be sending you a
picture of the traffic here at Christmas taken from the air. The State made more money
from the sale of the Agnew property than all other land sales in its history and this money
should be returned to our community. This is how you couid get the money to fix this
problem. See the attachment on “The Dirty Dozen”, Mr. Roadshow's worst intersections.
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Regional traffic and traffic to Valley Fair is going through the neighborhoods to
avoid #280 and #880. This is creating a very adversarial relationship between Valley
Fair and the neighborhoods around it. The City of San Jose should care more about its
citizens and creating quality of life for them than continuing to buiid a complex that
creates problems for the community and is isolated from the community.

Placing a many stories high parking garage directly up from the sidewalk along
Stevens Creek will create a walled complex and is the best indicator of how the
pedestrian is not being considered in this new expansion. This is reinforcing the
current unfriendly pedestrian problem and making it even worse. The view along
Stevens Creek of this parking garage is ugly and a very inhuman scale and will surely
keep pedestrians off the sidewalks. In fact, the elevations of the entire project from the
streets are ugly and should be addressed from a pedestrian perspective. San Jose is
spending a huge amount of money to get people to take public transportation and to
walk. Approving these kinds of details is going in the opposite direction.

The walking experience between existing adjacent land usages into Valley
Fair should be considered. For example, the regional bus stop should have
pleasant walks to the complex. Currently people must walk through dangerous
parking lots to get inside. Also, there are many seniors living in senior complexes
in the neighborhood and the traffic is too dangerous and fast for them to cross the
streets to get into the complex. Possibly there should be walkways over
Winchester Blvd. and Stevens Creek that arrive inside buildings. Pleasant
walking connections to Santa Row, the Winchester Mystery House (registered as
a national historical building), and the BAREC agricultural land (note that
BAREC is currently on the San Jose Parks Department map as a possible park and
will soon be registered as a historical landmark because of his historical
contribution to our community since the 1880s) must be considered in the Valley
Fair expansion plans. Even walking from a current parking space through the
complex is not pleasant, dark, and unsafe. It is important that all plans link these
important places to Valley Fair. This is an opportunity for San Jose to create a
wonderful and diverse experience for its visitors.

Read “Urban Sprawl and Public Health” by Howard Frumkin, Lawrence
Frank, and Richard Jackson. The classic mistakes cities are making regarding
transportation and public health problems are continuing with the direction this
DEIR is talking for our land use. Only when the problems are corrected should
there be an expansion of Valley Fair and Santana Row.

Thank you reading my thoughts and, hopefully, addressing them for a better San Jose.

Sincerely,

Kathryn Mathewson

Owner, Secret Gardens

President, Save BAREC
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From: Margo Wixsom [wixword@sbcgiobai.net]

Sent: Saturday, January 27, 2007 12:33 AM

To: Janis.Moore@sanjoéeca.gov; kirk@savebarec.org
Subject: Valley Fair Expansion Plan '

Dear Ms. Moore,

I am writing to express some of my concerns about the proposed expansion plan of vailey Fair Mail. As a resident of Santa Clara
who lives within a mile of the mall | have several essential issues that | would like the expansion plan to address and incorporate if
it is to move forward. The development of Santana Row opposite the Valley Fair Mall has put extreme pressure on the traffic and
land resources in that section of Santa Clara County. Currently the exit ramps off 280 leading to the mall are a major hazard area
due to single lanes trying to accommodate hundreds of cars at ail times of the day. All of that traffic is heading to the
megacomplex of combined malls at Stevens Creek and Winchester. Any expansion ptans need to address major changes to the
traffic flow BEFORE any expansion shouid be approved. Any commercial expansion in this currently congested area aggravates
an already dangerous situation. The plan must include cooperative funding with state and federal planners to expand and fix the
current exit on 280 that drastically conflicts with the exits for Route 17 and 880 due to the excessive amount of mali traffic blocking
that interchange.

My second major concern is that the intensification of commercial building in this area MUST be balanced with the development of
green spaces for the environmental heaith of your community. Currently the open space at the former BAREC site would provide
an excellent balance to this extreme commercial development. | am requesting that the plan for expansion include incorporating
the development of the BAREC land for community green space. Currently the only municipality that opposes the use of this land
for green space is the Santa Ciara City Council. Theire rationale for opposition is that there is no funding for green space
development. The San Jose City Council and District 6 are in favor of sourcing funding to develop the BAREC land as a green
space. | would strongly urge that one of the stipulations of the expansion plan is to get Santa Clara, San Jose, state and county
municipalities to join together to fund the development of BAREC as a green space to balance the concentration of commercial
development in this area. As an area resident | know how important it is to provide balanced areas of green space amid the
commercial development.

Thanks you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Margo Wixsom

623 Viader Court

Santa Clara, CA 95050

1/29/2007
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————— Original Message-----

From: Andres Cathalifaud [mailto:cathalifaud@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Saturday, February 10, 2007 2:26 PM

To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov

Cc: Kirk Vartan

Subject: The absurdity of Valley Fair expansion

Importance: High

Dear Ms. Moore
Valley Fair expansion?

Valley Fair? What Valley? What Fair? It looks like many just like the S$ound
of those names but completely ignore the deeper meaning of the words. And
what "expansion” is that? Income perhaps? On the other hand, to leave BAREC
as an open community space IS the true expansion, a reminder of a true
valley and a fair.

And why at BAREC? Don't we have already enough empty structures to occupy?

For year I have observed how the many, empty industrial/corporate buildings
that populate our old orchards continue to gather dust, while new and old
powerful companies continue to erect new structures, seemingly oblivious to
the reality that surrounde us all, those empty carcasses lefts after the
dot.com bust. None of these corporate and commercial monsters seem to find
value in the perfectly constructed buildings in perfectly maintained land.

How is this possible? Why is it that the city of San Jose, Santa Clara,
Sunnyvale, the county, the state, do not regulate this wild out-of control
activity?

What is this hunger to continue to cover with cement and concrete places
like BAREC? What is next? The hills between San Jose and Santa Cruz? Why not
a big, long mall there? Perhaps we just don't have enough $200 sweaters to
clothe our population

Please, allow the green space at BAREC to remain soO, as an open community
space, free of sales signs and artificial fashionable perfumes.

This land of ours is precious and not meat to be sold to the best bidder nor
to the most awesome promise of riches.

This land we own needs room to breathe and remind us all where we come from
and where we'll end up. Who wants to lie down under smelly shops and numb
shoppers hunting for the latest toy to keep them unconscious? Don't we all
dream of the eternal nigh under trees and flowers?

Well?

Let the garden be!

Sincerely,

Andrés F. Cathalifaud
San José, CA
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Sent: Saturday, February 10, 2007 3:42 PM
To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov
Subject: Valley Fair Expansion

Dear Ms. Moore,

I am writing to express my concern regarding the proposed expansion of Westfirld's
Valley Fair Mall. I am a homeowner living in the subdivision bounded by Moorpark,
Stevens Creek, Basom and Hwy 880/17. As you can see | am VERY close geographicaly
to the Westfield/Valley Fair site.

My first concern is congestion, traffic, and parking. [ am concemned that there will be
inadequate upgrades to the roads, crosswalks, traffic signals. 1 am well aware that there
was an independant study/survey to the area before Santana Row received it's approval,
however I do not feel that the upgrades were adequate to accomodate the extra traffic
generated. Traffic headed to area is regularly backed up maybe up to 1/4 mile onto the
northbound 280 freeway. Drivers NB on 280 regularly ignore waiting in line and skip to
the front of the line, only to brake heavily at last possible moment to merge into the exit
lane for NB 880/Stevens Creek/San Carlos. The same situation repeats itself approaching
the area from EVERY direction on every freeway and surface street.

My second, and perhaps greatest concern is walking to and from Valley Fair/Santana
Row. I and my neighbors regularly frequent Santana Row, and Valley Fair. We love it!!
However, the walk is treacherous. Specificaly, where Stevens Creek overpasses 880/17.
This stretch is VERY dangerous. The ON and OFF ramps are EXTREMELY hazerdous
for pedestrians. Drivers subconsiously "forget" to look for pedestrians and are
automaticaly in the mindset to check over their shoulder (away from oncoming
pedestrians) to merge in w/ traffic onto Stevens Creek/San Carlos.

These concems are not only frustrating, more so they are DANGEROUS.

My question is this: What do you and your office suggest be done in order to address the
two concemns listed above?

Sincerly,

Joseph Chang

415 Patch Ave

San Jose, CA. 95128
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From: threefifth@aol.com [maiito:threefifth@aol.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 10, 2007 6:26 PM

To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov

Subject: BAREC

Please consider the BAREC property as a possibility for open space. The coming
expansion of both Valley Fair and Santana Row could be slightly mitigated by this open
space. Thank you.

Jeff Land

threefifth@aol.com
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From: Angela D'Orfani [mailto:adorfani@pacbell.net]
Sent: Sunday, February 11, 2007 4:16 PM

To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov

Subject: Valley Fair Expansion

Regarding the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Bivd., which will be severely
impacted by the further expansion of Valley Fair, it is my understanding that this is a "protected”
intersection meaning no further remediation will be done to improve the flow of traffic through this
intersection regardiess of how bad it gets or what other development projects adversely effect the
situation. When it goes to a grade "F" that's the way it is the city is not responsible. | don't
understand how this can be a protected intersection when there is still a remediation project that
can be done to improve the traffic flow. Unlike the other three corners at this intersection the
northwest corner of the intersection has no right turn only lane. The addition of such a lane would
improve the flow of traffic on southbound Winchester Bivd to westbound Stevens Creek Blvd.
Why was this lane not added before designating the intersection as protected?

Sincerely
Angela D'Orfani
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Sent: Sunday, February 11, 2007 4:47 PM
To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov
Subject: Westfield Expansion

Dear Ms. Moore,

I am writing regarding the proposed expansion of Valley Fair shopping center. I think it
1s important to keep in mind the other proposed development in the area i.e. BAREC and
Santa Row's expansion. Traffic of Winchester Boulevard and Stevens Creek is

already so congested, cutting through the Cory neighborhood is an attractive altenative.
If the expansion is approved - and I hope it is not, I think Westfield should pick up the tab
for the necessary traffic improvements in the surrounding areas.

Sincerely,

Barbara G. Ferrell, RN, BSN, PHN
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————— Original Message-----

From: alex_morgan@wvmccd.cc.ca.us [mailto:alex morgan@wvmccd.cc.ca.us]
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 10:18 AM

To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov

Subject: Shopping center expansions

These large complexes create such traffic and people congestion that they
discourage people like me from shopping at these places. They create large
concentrations of pollution due to traffic congestion and waste lots of
personal time navigating them. I and others like myself prefer smaller
centers near by where we can quickly walk or take a short drive get what
is needed and get back to things I need to do!

Regards

Alex Morgan

Lab Faculty Specialist
West Valley College
14000 Fruitvale Ave
Saratoga CA 95070

408 741 2686
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From: linda perrine [mailto:strangefirewillow@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 12:23 PM

To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov

Subject: Valley Fair EIR Comments

Dear San Jose City Government,

With the planned expansion and further enrcoachment of the Valley
Fair/Westfield Mall it is IMPERATIVE that the City of San Jose do
EVERYTHING within it's power to see to it the the BAREC site located near the
shopping center is purchased by the city and declared OPEN SPACE. Our new
mayor, Mr. Reed, MUST have enough foresight and intelligence to realize that
any other use of the BAREC space would be an absolute tradgedy. The
SummerHill Homes profit machine, which manufactures and delivers fabricated,
misleading, and felonious information to the general public about the BAREC
project needs to be held accountable for its actions. The City of San Jose, the
City of Santa Clara and the County of Santa Clara, owe it to future generations to
preserve what LITTLE open space remains in District 6 of San Jose and District 4
of the County.

The BAREC property should become an educational urban farm
providing education to the San Jose and Campbell School Districts.
Additionally, it would provide local food production, in the form of an
organic vegetable & fruit farm, to the local residents of this dense
urban area. It would also serve to provide community events
(Harvest Festivals), workshops to the public on gardening, and
provide a beautiful public open space and farm for people to enjoy 7
days a week during daylight hours. This same idea has been
welcomed with open arms by Santa Clara Unified School District on 11
acres of their Peterson Middle School open space.

With the history of this valley having contributed so extensively to
California's agricultural heritage, it is shameful that none of the City
governements in Silicon Valley will recognize the historical
importance of protecting one of the last agricultural parcels in this
valley and educating its future generations on the importance of
agriculture in their lives!

Respectfully,

Linda Perrine

Farmer, Full Circle Farm, Sunnyvale

Environmental Educator, Walden West Outdoor School
2345 Lindaire Ave

San Jose, CA 95128
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From: samccray@aol.com [mailto:samccray@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 3:53 PM

To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov

Subject: Valley Fair Expansion

I oppose the expansion of the shopping center because the traffic in the area cannot
support this type of development. Further, the University of Washington recently
completed a study confirming that long term exposure to fine particles, such as emitted
from vehicle exhaust, will cause serious health issues, especially women.

More women in the neighborhood will be exposed and die because of the anticipated
congestion.

Sharon McCray

3767 Xavier Court, Campbell, CA 95008
Daytime telephone: 408-264-9654

FAX: 408-264-3014
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February 12, 2007

Janis Moore, Planner |l

Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov

Environmental Review Section

City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Dear Ms. Moore,

As your emalil states, today (Monday, February 12, 2007) is the final day for
public comment on the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (HO6-
027/GP 06-T-04). | have included a number of attachments for you to include in
your report and will look forward to your office’s response to them. | would
greatly appreciate it if you could be as detailed as possible in your responses.

| have also included copies of documents and notes regarding the BAREC
property. Please include them in the public record. It is critical that San Jose get
involved in saving this property from development. On page 127/128, the Draft
EIR states that “Trees would aiso be Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 128
Draft EIR City of San José December 2006 removed as part of the BAREC
project; however, it is believed that no trees would be removed as part of the
Santana Row project.” Please define what trees you are referring to and why
they would be removed on the BAREC property. The BAREC site is across from
Valley Fair and | do not understand why any resources would be affected by a
Valley Fair development.

| did not see any description of how the Dorcich intersection light moving would
be addressed. How will is affect traffic for the neighbor in Santa Clara? Will now
infrastructure be needed? Will this be signalized? What about right turn only? |
do not see any diagrams or pictures of what would happen once the supermarket
and drug store move. How will that line up with the current light? How will
Dorcich residents make a left onto Winchester? What happens when the traffic
builds up?

What date was the City of San Jose informed about this project (i.e., when did
you first know that it may or may not occur)? Was the City of Santa Clara a part
of this discussion? When were the local government agencies informed of this
proposal, even in an informal setting? Who was told?

I have provided additional questions and comments in the sections below.
Please provide as much detail as possible.
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The intersection at Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd.

Regarding the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd., which will be
severely impacted by the further expansion of Valley Fair. The intersection is
designated as "protected" meaning no further remediation can be done to the
intersection and the Level Of Service (LOS) can fall from “D” to “F” with a
development and only a financial penalty will occur. There are three problems
with this in regards to this particular intersection:

1. The intersection is not fully built out. It currently has three areas for right
turns (Steven Creek headed East, Stevens Creek headed West, and
Winchester headed North). There is NO right lane on Winchester heading
South. This is a development that would help the intersection and traffic
flow. Why is this intersection considered “protected?” The basic
requirements have not been met.

2. Once a development like the one Valley Fair is proposing is completed,
the intersection will get more impacted. | do not think anyone will argue
this point. Even the slanted analysis in the Draft EIR of this intersection
shows the intersection falling to “F.” There is a clause in the definition for
this “protected” status that states that the designation of “protected”
ceases should a development affect more than one traffic light. The Draft
EIR states that there is a desire to remove the light on Dorcich and
Winchester. This is a simply ploy to get around the issue of impacting
more than one light. Further, if that light is not removed, the impact will
easily migrate to the TWO lights on Winchester and Forrest Avenue, just a
few hundred yards from the Dorcich light. That is THREE lights that will
be affected by the increased traffic from a development.

3. Should the City of Santa Clara proceed with their development of the
BAREC property, additional residential traffic would be generated and
even more impact to the intersection would occur.

Please address each item above and give a more detailed analysis of how traffic
would flow if lights were NOT removed and how that affects the “protected”
status of the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd. Further, if the
City of Santa Clara builds 165 units of senior housing on the property (high
density), the speed limit will need to be reduced to 25 mph as it is in front of
Valley Village just 72 mile north of the Forrest intersection. How have your traffic
calculations taken this scenario into consideration?

| would also like to formally challenge the intersection at Winchester and Stevens
Creek for “protected” status. Please forward this to the appropriate people and
give the reasons | listed above. | would like to meet with or discuss with the
appropriate people.

Parking and traffic during busy times

As you will see in the attached photograph (I will send in a separate email since
this email is large and so are the pictures), cars going to the mall impact the
neighborhood. These pictures were taken on December 23, 2006 and shows the
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many areas where cars will just park. They park in the neighborhood, along
Winchester (outside of BAREC), along Dorcich, along Forrest, and just about
everywhere they can. This will only get worse. Only people coming from the
highway will be able to easily get to the new parking structures, so the
neighborhood impacts will continue.

Also, look at the traffic backup on 880 South, 17 North, and San Carlos. This will
continue until the highway system is fixed. The development should not be
allowed to proceed until the traffic issues are worked out and the highway
situation is resolved. If this is not a requirement, you must detail to me how the
air pollution will be addressed as well as the safety concerns and neighborhood
impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods will be addressed.

Walking ramp over Stevens Creek Blvd.

| think it is critical to remove as many people from crossing Stevens Creek as
possible. It is already a problem since all traffic needs to stop fro over a minute
to let pedestrians cross Stevens Creek to get to Valley Fair or to Santana Row. If
a walking bridge is installed, pedestrians can easily and safely cross Stevens
Creek without creating a problem for traffic. There are many ways to implement
this. You could have a ramp style that is at grade with the street and arches up.
Or, a better solution would be to make it a flat walking bridge, anchoring into part
of Macy’s or The Cheese Cake Factory (with elevator access for ADA needs and
a staircase) and go directly over to Crate and Barrel. If private land is an issue, |
am sure a creative way for a portion of the footprint for the bridge could be made
to encourage the private owners to do this. On the south side, there is an
existing open space that could be the touch down point if Crate and Barrel is an
issue. Again, this is an area for Santa Clara and San Jose to work together to
create a more pleasant environment for everyone. Look at the bigger picture
with Santana Row’s growth that is occurring at the same time. DO NOT look at
the Valley Fair Expansion in a bubble. Look at how it impacts the surrounding
areas and resources and figure out a way to leverage the significant
development that is going to take place. Valley Fair will grow 35%. That is a lot
of money for everyone and some of that needs to go back into the community to
make it more livable for everyone. Long term planning (like keeping pedestrians
safe, allowing bikes to cross safely, allowing wheelchairs to cross safely, allowing
seniors to cross safely, etc.) needs to be a key element in the approval of any
plans. The money exists now and will fund this type of asset to the community.
It makes sense as is in line with commercial planning.

Further, please give a detailed air quality study of what the impact is when 100s
of vehicles every light sit and wait for pedestrians to cross the street. What is the
impact to the air quality and the atmosphere? What is the impact to wasted
resources (e.g., fuel)? How much would be saved by installing a walking bridge
in terms of safety and insurance premiums? Have there been any accidents at
the Santana Row street intersection? Has anyone been hurt crossing the street?
One of the elements Valley Fair is adding is MORE walking access to Santana
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Row. This will just make the traffic issue worse since the light will have to be
longer. Please give exact measurement on the width of the street and how long
you are allowing people to cross the street at this particular location. | am not
referring to Stevens Creek and Winchester; | am referring to Santana Row
(Cheesecake Factory/Macys to Crate and Barrel). What is the impact to the
people waiting at the crosswalk with all the cars going by and how much exhaust
and air pollution are they inhaling while waiting to cross the street?

The need for a balance of Open Space

The land known as BAREC, located at 125 Winchester Blvd. in Santa Clara sits
directly across from Valley Fair. To draw a parallel to NYC, my home, Central
Park is 843 acres of the most valuable land in the world. It will never be
developed. Why? Because the city planners knew how important it was to
balance development with open space. The same is true here, just on a smaller
scale. Valley Fair is going to grow to over two million square feet of commercial
development. Santana Row is going to grow by 20-30% and maybe more the
Century Theater and neighboring buildings become targets. The BAREC site is
17 acres of undeveloped, public land. Approval of this development should be
contingent on creating open space in the area since Westfield will make
hundreds of millions of dollars from Valley Fair commercial growth. Westfield
needs to give back to the community and helping to sponsor the preservation of
this open space would be a great way to do this. Santana Row can help. The
City of San Jose can help. Grant money can do the rest, but it is critical that
exploring how this can help offset the massive amounts of traffic and influx of
vehicles to the area. Once people are out of their cars, parked in one of the two
new five story parking garages, they can shop and also take a break in an open,
public space.

A way Westfield could help fund this would be to create yet another walking
bridge across Winchester Blvd. This would provide a safe way for people to
cross Winchester and not stop the flow of traffic. Please provide the impact to
traffic when people are trying to cross the street and how much does that affect
traffic flow? What are the air quality issues with that? The walking bridge can
originate at the existing four story parking structure on Forrest and Winchester
and drop down direction behind the Veterans building. Again, elevators would be
provided for ADA and other needs.

This all leads to how can the City of San Jose leverage the massive growth that
Westfield wants to do in a primarily residential area. San Jose needs to look at
the long term effects of this development and acknowledge that traffic will
increase significantly and do what ever it can to help make that reality more
palatable for the neighborhood and the general area. Show leadership in
commercial planning and development. There is an approval process for a
reason and that is to insure all views are considered and the public is looked
after. No plans are final until San Jose agrees with the plan. Where are the
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plans for how Westfield will embrace the BAREC property if it remains open
space or becomes a active farm again?

Highway 280/880/17 interchange

This intersection is a disaster. During the holidays, it is common for the off ramp
to Stevens Creek coming south on 880 is backed up past the Bascom exit. This
is also true from coming north on 17 to Stevens Creek. | have seen the plans the
county/state are proposing for making this intersection better; however, this plan
has absolutely nothing to do with Westfield's plan for Valley Fair. Before any
development occurs at Valley Fair, the highway situation needs to be corrected.
Period. There should be no negotiation on this point. Before Westfield tries to
(and will) drive more traffic to their mall, the artery (highway) system needs to be
fixed. If it takes a couple of years for the state to get it together, so be it. To
allow for massive commercial development where it is anticipated that an
additional two five story computerized parking structures will be in complete use
without a way for traffic to flow to the destination is foolish and irresponsible. If
you are not going to make the fixing of 880/280/17 a prerequisite to the approval
of the development, please provide a detailed description on why. How will the
new traffic be handled? What happens to new traffic that will start flooding the
area? What happens when Santana Row expands? Will Santana Row’s
development be contingent on highway improvements? Any form of
development that occurs in this area needs to be predicated on an improved
ingress and egress system. If one does not exist, you will simply break even
more and already broken interchange. Refer to the attached document entitled
“dirtydozen.pdf” where the San Jose Mercury News designates the 880/280/17
as the top three worst intersections in the Bay Area. How can an application for
35% growth with the goal of thousands of more vehicles coming to the area be
approved if the highways that get people to the project site is already broken?
Why would the city approve something like this without first fixing the problem? |
know the City of San Jose is not responsible for fixing the highways, but it is
responsible for making sure the community runs well and is not over-burdened
with problems. | ask that you provide a contingency on the plans that require the
highway system be fixed before approval can begin. That will make Westfield
unhappy, but it will insure that the community is properly serviced by the
infrastructure. | have already witnessed three major accidents at Cypress Ave
and Stevens Creek in the past three months. More cars mean more accidents
and more traffic. Fix the problems before they get worse. Allowing development
without having the proper infrastructure in place is foolish and not in the citizen’s
best interest.

Here is a quote from the article:
http://www.mercurynews.com/mid/mercurynews/16213031.htm

“Traffic jams at the Interstate 880-280-17-Stevens Creek interchange used to be
Silicon Valley's unwanted Christmas present, a seasonal sabotage perpetrated
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by thousands of cars converging on the Valley Fair and Santana Row shopping
centers.

Now we're getting that gift almost every day, all year long.”

Green/Environmental Issues

Any future development of the Valley Fair site should be required to use green
materials and use green power. Westfield is very progressive in how it develops
its malls, and this should be no different. Solar and green power should be a
requirement. Sustainable systems (both construction and waste) need to be put
in place. Remember, any major development requires ALL parts of the mall to
be brought up to current codes and environmental regulations. Please detail all
of the environmental improvements that will take place in the new development
and the existing stores/locations. How will the construction pollution be offset?

-What air quality issues will occur from the construction?

Traffic Studies

There is a lot of traffic analysis in this report. Please provide an analysis of past
traffic projections from the prior Valley Fair expansion and determine if the
original projections were accurate. Please do the same with the Santana Row
traffic studies. | mention Santana Row since it is entirely in San Jose so San
Jose was the lead agency in that development. How accurate were the traffic
studies. Please be specific and detailed in your explanation. | examined the
data in the current study, and it shows that the Stevens Creek/Winchester will
only be minorly affected. Please. Just go out there and look for yourself. Just
because you have a couple of data points does not make a trend. Further,
adding a single left turn lane will not fix everything. The intersection is already
operating below LOS D, something your report does not say. This intersection is
one of the worst. By taking two feet of curb out to allow for a left turn lane to
Stevens Creek will not fix the problem. Again, you have some nay “depending
on the City of Santa Clara” statements that it is almost worthless to give as an
option. The same for the City of San Jose. The fact is, if the improvements are
not allowed, the intersection will get worse and the quality of life here will go
down. If there are no improvements, what are the plans to make it work better?
Maybe the financial penalties can go towards a walking bridge over both Stevens
Creek and Winchester. These roads are not safe to cross. Please measure the
distance from curb to curb, calculate a few different walking patterns (i.e., child,
teenager, adult, senior, wheel chair, person with walker, person with cane, etc.)
and determine the amount of time needed to cross the street. Now determine
how much backup traffic occurs when the needed time is provided to cross
safely. It cascades. Look at how NYC does traffic studies. If there is a traffic
jam, for every minute of delay, it cascades to five minute of future delay. It gets
worse and worse the longer it takes to clear the traffic. Same holds true for any
flowing system. Traffic that backs up at a light {(say Stevens Creek/Winchester or

i Stevens Creek/San Tomas or Stevens Creek/Saratoga) causes multiple
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problems down the line and for a significant time. Please provide this type of
analysis for how light delays will impact the area. Please give a radius of two
miles. '

San Jose and Santa Clara working together

San Jose and Santa Clara need to work closely together on this since the mall is
in both cities as are many of the intersections. You need to look at ALL of the
development going on and what the best plan is for the area. Look at Valley Fair,
Santana Row, and BAREC. Here are three areas that are within a stones throw
of each other and each one has its own EIR and plan, yet none of them tie into
each other or relate to each other. Take this opportunity to look at all the
development activities in the area and see how they can best work together.
Once these decisions are made, they cannot be changed. You have a unique
opportunity to insure the area is developed correctly and not haphazardly. Since
all these development applications are being considered now, look at them
together and look at the big picture. Look at how this will evolve over the next
20-50 years....or the next 200 years. How will you have impacted the area in a
positive note? | am not suggesting you deny the Valley Fair expansion. | like the
idea of developing commercial land more effectively and more densely....I'm
from NYC, that's what | am used to. Go up, not out. But since all these changes
are happening at the same time and no one city has control over all parts, it is
critical that you look at all aspects. Do not rush to make this decision and
approve the application just because the cities will make lots of money in tax
revenue and permits. Look longer term than that. You need to explore how the
area will sustain itself over the long haul....beyond your lifetime....beyond your
grand children’s children’s lifetime.

' There needs to be a balance of development and open space. Push for that in

all development applications. BAREC is as a resident sated “a no brainer” to
keep as open space since it is already open space, not developed in any way,
and public land owned by the state. Look at how Santana Row, Valley Fair, and
BAREC can build a community....but also look at how people will come and go to
the community. [f the infrastructure is not correct, all you will have created is a
mess that will be very costly to fix. And the citizens will be very angry because
you had the chance to do the right thing.

So please, do the right thing.
Regards,
Kirk Vartan

598 N Henry Ave
San Jose, CA 95117

More views from others in case they did not get to you:
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| am writing to express some of my concerns about the proposed expansion plan
of valley Fair Mall. The development of Santana Row opposite the Valley Fair
Mall has put extreme pressure on the traffic and land resources in that section of
Santa Clara County. Currently the exit ramps off 280 leading to the mall are a
major hazard area due to single lanes trying to accommodate hundreds of cars at
all times of the day. All of that traffic is heading to the mega complex of combined
malls at Stevens Creek and Winchester. Any expansion plans need to address
major changes to the traffic flow BEFORE any expansion should be approved.
Any commercial expansion in this currently congested area aggravates an
already dangerous situation. The plan must include cooperative funding with
state and federal plariners to expand and fix the current exit on 280 that
drastically conflicts with the exits for Route 17 and 880 due to the excessive
amount of mall traffic blocking that interchange.

Another concern is that the intensification of commercial building in this area
MUST be balanced with the development of green spaces for the environmental
health of your community. Currently the open space at the former BAREC site
would provide an excellent balance to this extreme commercial development. |
am requesting that the plan for expansion include incorporating the development
of the BAREC land for community green space. Currently the only municipality
that opposes the use of this land for green space is the Santa Clara City Council.
Their rationale for opposition is that there is no funding for green space
development. The San Jose City Council and District 6 are in favor of sourcing
funding to develop the BAREC land as a green space. | would strongly urge that
one of the stipulations of the expansion plan is to get Santa Clara, San Jose,
state and county municipalities to join together to fund the development of
BAREC as a green space to balance the concentration of commercial
development in this area. As an area resident | know how important it is to
provide balanced areas of green space amid the commercial development.

REFER TO LETER N

And some comments by others in case they did not make it to you:
Dear Ms. Moore
Valley Fair expansion?

Valley Fair? What Valley? What Fair? It looks like many just like the $ound of
those names but completely ignore the deeper meaning of the words. And what
"expansion" is that? Income perhaps? On the other hand, to leave BAREC as an
open community space IS the true expansion, a reminder of a true valley and a
fair.

And why at BAREC? Don't we have already enough empty structures to occupy?



For year | have observed how the many, empty industrial/corporate buildings that
populate our old orchards continue to gather dust, while new and old powerful
companies continue to erect new structures, seemingly oblivious to the reality
that surrounds us all, those empty carcasses lefts after the dot.com bust. None of
these corporate and commercial monsters seem to find value in the perfectly
constructed buildings in perfectly maintained land.

How is this possible? Why is it that the city of San Jose, Santa Clara, Sunnyvale,
the county, the state, do not regulate this wild out-of control activity?

What is this hunger to continue to cover with cement and concrete places like
BAREC? What is next? The hills between San Jose and Santa Cruz? Why not a
big, long mall there? Perhaps we just don't have enough $200 sweaters to clothe
our population ... ~

Please, allow the green space at BAREC to remain so, as an open community
space, free of sales signs and artificial fashionable perfumes.

This land of ours is precious and not meat to be sold to the best bidder nor to the
most awesome promise of riches.

This land we own needs room to breathe and remind us all where we come from
and where we'll end up. Who wants to lie down under smelly shops and numb
shoppers hunting for the latest toy to keep them unconscious? Don't we all
dream of the eternal nigh under trees and flowers?

Well?
Let the garden be!
Sincerely,

Andrés F. Cathalifaud
San José, CA
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From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@kvartan.com]

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM

To: 'Moore, Janis'

Cc: info@savebarec.org

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR
comments - photos part 1

February 12, 2007

Janis Moore, Planner i

Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.qov

Environmental Review Section

City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Dear Ms. Moore,

Here is the first of two photos for you to look at. They show the Valley Fair area on December 23,
2006. As you can see, the traffic is piled up and backed up along 880 south, 17 north, San
Carlos to Stevens Creek, and people are parked all over the neighborhood. Please make sure
you place this in the EIR and detail how these issues will be addressed.

Thank you,

Kirk Vartan
598 N Henry Ave
8an Jose, CA 95117
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Janis Moore
Department of Planning, Building,
And Code Enforcement

200 East Santa Clara Street, 3" Floor
San Jose, CA 95113

Re: Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion (File No. GP06-T-04/HO6-027)
Dear Ms. Mocore,

As a residential neighbor, I received the Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion proposal. I know that the
comment period on the EIR has closed, but it is my understanding that this application
has not gone to public hearing yet. Please convey the following four traffic-related
concerns to the appropriate staff members, Planning Commissioners and City Council
members.

1) Currently the only entry driveway along Winchester located in San Jose is the
driveway and aisle that provides ingress and egress for traffic through the Goodyear Tire
Store parking lot. It is important that the left-tum movement for southbound Winchester
traffic into the Goodyear driveway be preserved. Preservation of this entry could be done
in conjunction with the design of the northbound Winchester turning lane into the City of
Santa Clara’s proposed BAREC residential development on the west side of Winchester.

2) I know that the area immediately west of the Macy’s store is located in the City of
Santa Clara, but having only one north/south aisle between Macy’s and the new Safeway
is not adequate to meet current traffic demands on the site, let along the increased traffic
resulting from the expansions. Anyone heading to the Safeway/Long’s front parking lot
from southbound Winchester or Forest Avenue will have to compete with mall shoppers
looking for a parking space in this one aisle. T am sending a copy of this letter to the City
of Santa Clara as I am concerned that the proposed parking lot design will adversely
affect the neighborhood-serving businesses of the grocery store and the drug store.

3) Currently, there is a permit-parking-only program for Spar Avenue and Hanson
Avenue in the County unincorporated area (Winchester Manor subdivision)
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southwesterly of Stevens Creek and Winchester. When this neighborhood is annexed to
San Jose in 2008, the permit parking program should be retained to protect the safety of

these neighborhoods and prevent overflow parking from Santana Row and Valley Fair on
these residential streets.

{ 4) Finally, but most importantly, the necessary improvements to the Highways 880/280

interchange and the Stevens Creek Boulevard off-ramps need to be at least partially
funded by Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center’s property owners. If it is not too late,
San Jose should also require contributions for freeway improvements from Santana Row

Shopping Center’s property owner, as part of the approval of the expansion also proposed
there.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Valley Fair Shopping Center
expansion.

Sincerely,
5’-?05} Fe nckerae
Douglas V. Handerson, AICP

320 Spar Avenue
San Jose, CA 95117

Cc: Kevin L. Riley, AICP, Director of Planning & Inspection, City of Santa Clara
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From: Yolanda Reynolds [mailto:yolandar@worldnet.att.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2007 2:40 PM

To: jenny.nusbaum@sanjoseca.gov

Subject: ValleyFair & Santana Row proposed expansions

To whom it may
concern: '
January 16, 2007

[ understand that the EIR comment period for the proposed development/expansion of
Valley Fair is closed. I am unaware of notice of any EIR review for the proposed
expansion within the Santana Row development. It has not been widely publicized. If
such, is required at all. Because of these proposals coming before the planning
department of the city of San Jose, I wish to express some of my concerns regarding
these proposed expansions.

The city of San Jose has adopted a policy to make every effort to promote pedestrian
activity and alternative transportation modes throughout the city. The plans submitted by
the Westfield Corporation for the Valley Fair site, in my opinion, will diminish or
eliminate pedestrian and bicycle access and mobility.

* As described to me, the plans for a three or four story parking facility along Stevens
Creek abutting the sidewalk will certainly discourage pedestrians. Not only will the walk
be unsightly it will be dangerous and most likely often insufferably hot. The parking
structure must be positioned to allow large trees and shade along the sidewalk all the way
along Stevens Creek to Winchester.

* To my knowledge, there are currently no bicycle racks anywhere at this shopping
center.

*Furthermore, there is scant, if any attention paid to pedestrian access to the shops, even
when they arrive by automobile, but less so, if they walk there from adjoining
neighborhoods .

* At Santana Row the plan to remove surface parking with no additional parking at the
site will certainly discourage patrons/customers from going to this wildly successful
shopping/eating center. Already on the early hours of week day evenings and, especially,
on weekends there is absolutely no parking available.

* Here too, there are no bicycle racks to welcome cyclists.

* Since so many patrons walk from Westfield/Valley Fair to Santana Row and vice versa,
it is perhaps time to consider an elevated passageway over Stevens Creek
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** With the combined expansions, I urge that the city take a
hard look at the effects of the increased traffic that will occur
in combination with the recently adopted policy of "protected
intersection", which includes the intersection at Winchester
and Stevens Creek. There must be an assessment of
anticipation of air quality.

*Please assess the impact at all intersections within a mile of these planned expansions.

* Though it is still uncertain whether funds will be made available to make improvements
at the interface of Stevens Creek/ San Carlos and Highway 880, attention must be drawn
to the danger to pedestrians walking to Valley Fair - Santa Row. Currently there are
sections with no sidewalk in place and marginal pedestrian walkway markings. Also
pedestrians, even though in a crosswalk, must await many minutes for the kindness of

- drivers to cross auto egress and ingress outlets to and from the freeway on both the north

and south sides of Stevens Creek.

*Agéin, there MUST be additional attention to maintaining some shade in the form of
vegetation all along the sidewalks to and within the shopping center.

Finally, this is such a huge development that the city should encourage the use of water
permeable surface wherever possible. We must, throughout the city, make every effort to
restore the underground water with rainwater and not allow that water to run off to the
bay - we already discharge too much from the water treatment plant.

» Thank you,

Yolanda Reynolds
Tele.# 2860-6310
cc. John Brazil

T
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Hexacon TransporTatioN CoNSULTANTS. INC.

MEMORANDUM
TO: Scot Vallee, Westfield Corporation
CC: Karen Mack and Manuel Pineda, City of San Jose
FROM: Michelle Hunt & Robert Del Rio

DATE: April 11, 2007

SUBJECT: Valley Fair Operational/Simulation Analysis

Introduction

This technical memorandum presents the methodology and findings of the CORSIM microscopic
simulation analysis completed for the proposed expansion of Westfield Valley Fair in San Jose, CA. The
purpose of the simulation analysis is to evaluate the dynamics of traffic operations as they exist today and
the effects of planned roadway improvements. The operational/simulation analysis serves as a supplement
to the completed and pending approval Westfield Valley Fair Expansion Traffic Impact Analysis Report,
dated November 27, 2006.

Description of CORSIM Model

The CORSIM model is a microscopic simulation model developed for the Federal Highway
Administration that allows analysis of signalized surface networks, freeways, or a combination of both.
The model is described as microscopic because it tracks individual vehicles and their reactions to each
other and the roadway environment. Individual sub-segments of roadway are represented by links while
activity points on the roadway are presented by nodes. Nodes are most often used to represent controlled
intersections on surface street networks or merges/diverges on a freeway. Vehicles are entered into the
network at entry points and leave the network at exit points. The model uses turning percentages at the
internal nodes to assign turning movements.

CORSIM models many details that cannot be represented with isolated intersection level of service
calculations. Specifically, CORSIM models variations in vehicle and driver characteristics, traffic volumes
from one signal cycle to the next, and pedestrian demand. The model can be used to evaluate the effects of
vehicle queues spilling out of tum-pockets and blocking adjacent through lanes, queues extending through
upstream intersections, failure of vehicles to clear an intersection in the allotted green times, and temporary
blockages due to bus stops. As a result, the CORSIM simulation is the closest possible representation of
actual traffic operations on the street.

Analysis Methodology

Using CORSIM, any problems concerning vehicle weaving and queue lengths can be determined and
recommendations made regarding pocket lengths and lane configurations for the roadway network. PM
and Saturday peak-hour traffic conditions were simulated with existing and cumulative traffic volumes as
described below. Coding of the model requires several inputs and assumptions regarding roadway network

7888 Wren Avenue, Suite B- 121 « Gilioy, Californig 5020
phone 408.846.7410 « fnx 408 8467418 » wwew hextrans.com
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layout and geometrics, traffic volume demands, and roadway and intersection control. Each of these
components and their associated inputs and assumptions are described below.

CORSIM Model Components
Roadway Network Representation

Typically, only the most critical area of concemn for traffic operations are analyzed, such as project
frontages. For this analysis a much larger study area was selected to thoroughly evaluate not only traffic
associated with the proposed expansion of Valley Fair, but also traffic operations in general in the entire
area. The roadway network included in the simulation analysis includes Forest Avenue from I-880 west to
Winchester Boulevard, Winchester Boulevard from Forest Avenue to [-280, Stevens Creek Boulevard from
Winchester Boulevard to I-880, I-880 from Forest Avenue to south of I-280, and I-280 from Moorpark
Avenue to west of Winchester Boulevard. The existing roadway network as well as a network that includes
planned roadway improvements was analyzed. The planned roadway improvements include the following:

Stevens Creek Boulevard

» Addition of an exclusive right-turn lane from the southbound I-880 off-ramp at Stevens Creek
Boulevard that directly feeds Monroe Street.

» Widening of Stevens Creek Boulevard along its nerth side to accommodate right-turning traffic (into
Valley Fair driveways).

o The widening of Stevens Creek Boulevard also will allow for the extension of left-turn pockets along
Stevens Creek Boulevard from Winchester Boulevard to Monroe Street by shifting of travel lanes and
adjustment of medians.

o Pedestrian enhancements at the intersection of Santana Row/Stevens Creek. The intersection will be
modified to provide safer pedestrian crossing by realigning the intersection, removing exclusive right-
tum lanes, and improving crosswalk treatments and pedestnian waiting areas.

Winchester Boulevard

e Addition of a second southbound left-turn lane at the intersection of Stevens Creek/Winchester.

e Relocation of the existing Valley Fair entrance at Dorcich Street further north. The relocation will
climinate cut-through traffic in the neighborhood and restrict left-turns out of Dorcich Street.

e Addition of an eastbound approach at the intersection of Forest/Winchester (proposed as part of the
BAREC development). The leg addition will require that left-turn movements from North Forest
Avenue be restricted and signal coordination with the new Valley Fair entrance.

1-880/Stevens Creek

e The improvements will provide separate ramps for traffic traveling from I-280 northbound to I-880
northbound and for traffic accessing Stevens Creek Boulevard. In addition, the loop ramp to
westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard will be replaced with a diagonal ramp and signal, which will have
much greater capacity.

The existing and planned roadway networks were represented in the model based on measurements in the
field and from the latest improvement plans provided by the City of San Jose. Roadway geometric inputs
include:
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e Roadway segment lengths, widths, and number of lanes

» Intersection lane configurations - Including number and length of turn-pockets

o TFree-flow speeds - A free-flow speed of 35 mph was assumed on Stevens Creek Boulevard and
Winchester Boulevard. All other minor streets were assumed to have a free-flow speed of 25 mph.

e Pedestnan traffic - CORSIM aillows for the classification of pedestnan traffic (none, light, moderate, or
heavy). It was assumed that pedestrian traffic in the area is "light (100-250 pedestrians/hour).”

* Queue discharge - The mean time gap (headway) between vehicles discharging from a standing queue
was assumed to be 2.0 seconds (FHW A default).

e Start-up lost time - The delay experienced by the first vehicle in queue responding to a phase change
was assumed to be 2.0 seconds (FHW A default).

*  Vehicle types - 3% of the traffic composition was modeled as heavy trucks.

e Vehicle queue space - The queue length per vehicle was assumed as 25 feet.

Roadway Network Control

Data regarding existing control at intersections in the study area were provided by City staff in the form of
signal timing sheets and supplemented with field observation. For the proposed roadway improvements, it
was necessary to make assumptions regarding intersection control. The following intersection control
assumptions were input as part of the model:

. Signal timing - All existing signalized intersections were assumed as fully actuated. Signal timing was
obtained from timing plans. Signal timing with the planned improvements was developed based on
demand. Input includes the typical signal timing components:

-Cycle time
-Maximum and minimurn green times
-Yellow and red times

e Detectors - Detectors were placed at standard locations at all actuated signals. Typical characteristics
of detectors regarding location, length, and operations were followed.

Roadway Network Demand

The simulation was run for PM and Saturday peak-hour traffic conditions using existing and cumulative
traffic volumes.

Existing Traffic Volumes

Traffic volumes for the simulation of existing conditions were obtained from several sources mcluding the
ongoing reports for the [-280/1-880 improvement project, BAREC development and the Valley Fair
expansion.

Cumulative Traffic Volumes

The future turn movement volumes were estimated from several different sources. These included the
Valley Fair expansion, Santana Row Residential Conversion, and BAREC traffic impact analysis reports.
Traffic associated with each of these developments were added to existing conditions volumes to develop
cumulative traffic volumes.
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Because the existing counts for the study intersections do not exactly balance (the volume exiting one
intersection does not equal the volume entering the adjacent downstream intersection) it was necessary to
adjust tum-movement-volumes where appropriate in order to balance all volumes. In some cases, the
difference between upstream and downstream intersections is due to an actual source, such as a
development driveway, and was modeled within CORSIM as such.

Simulation of Existing Conditions

To assure an accurate reflection of existing field conditions by the CORSIM model, field observations
were conducted at selected intersections. Measurements of maximum back of queue for turn-pockets as
well as through lanes, queue spillback through upstream intersections, and signal cycle times were made.
The CORSIM model was run with the inputs described above to simulate existing traffic conditions. The
animation produced by NETSIM was then viewed to compare the simulated queues with those observed in
the field. Adjustments were made to various input parameters to match NETSIM results to field
observations.

Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard

The simulation results show that there currently are operational problems at several intersections during
both the PM and Saturday peak hours. Operational problems reported by CORSIM that are easily visible in
the field are the number of phase failures and vehicle queues that exceed storage capacities. A phase failure
is defined as a phase in which a queue fails to dissipate in a sigle cycle. Intersections where vehicle
queues exceeded storage capacities of turn-pockets and/or spilled back through upstream intersections were
also observed.

Table 1 presents vehicle queuing results at selected intersections along Stevens Creek and Winchester
Boulevards for the simulation. The simulation indicates that the maximum vehicle queues currently exceed
the available storage capacity at nearly every intersection along Stevens Creek and Winchester Boulevards.
The vehicle queues do not dissipate during each cycle. NETSIM reported a total of 49 phase failures
duning the PM peak hour.

Stevens Creek Boulevard and 1-880 Interchange

The Stevens Creek Boulevard/I-880 interchange area serves as a primary gateway to Stevens Creek
Boulevard. As such, the interchange serves a large volume of traffic, not only bound for Valley Fair mall,
but also the area in general. The simulation showed vehicle queues extending from westbound Stevens
Creek Boulevard back onto the [-880 off ramps and even further back on to I-280 past Moorpark Avenue.
The back-up of vehicles restricts the flow of vehicles along the I-880 auxiliary lanes and restricts the flow
of through traffic from [-280 to northbound I-880.

Winchester Boulevard and I-280 Interchange

The area near the I-280/Winchester interchange sees heavy congestion during the PM peak hour. Lengthy
vehicle queues are prevalent at both the eastbound off-ramp and westbound on-ramp of 1-280. Vehicle
queues on the eastbound off-ramp extend back on the ramp. Queues at the westbound on-ramp are created
by the ramp meter and extend back onto Winchester Boulevard.
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Simulation of Cumulative Conditions

The cumulative condition simulation included the planned roadway improvements described above. Signal
timing was set-up to adequately serve projected traffic volumes for each of the intersections for which
improvements are planned. With the traffic volumes on Stevens Creek Boulevard projected to be much
greater than those on minor streets, signals on Stevens Creek Boulevard were coordinated so as to serve
traffic most efficiently. The intersection of Winchester Boulevard and Stevens Creek Boulevard was not
set-up as part of the coordinated system since volumes along Winchester Boulevard are projected to be in
the same order of magnitude as those on Stevens creek Boulevard. ~

Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard

The simulation results show that there will continue to be vehicle queuing problems at several of the
planned intersections during the PM and Saturday peak hours. Table 1 presents projected vehicle queue
results for the simulation.

Based on the findings of the simulation analysis, it is concluded that the proposed Valley Fair expansion
will not make any existing operational deficiencies significantly worse nor create additional operational
problems in the area. The planned roadway improvements will increase storage capacities for the left-turn
movements along Stevens Creek Boulevard between Monroe Street and Winchester Boulevard. With the
implementation of signal coordination along Stevens Creek Boulevard and Winchester Boulevard between
Forest Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard, traffic flow along the streets will improve. The coordination
will require that extra green time be provided to the through traffic along Stevens Creek Boulevard and
Winchester Boulevard, which may result in longer delays at the minor street approaches.

Though simulation results indicate inadequate storage capacity for some left-turn pockets at intersections
below, it may be possible to provide adequate storage upon final design and layout of the proposed
improvements along Stevens Creek and Winchester Boulevard. The necessity of additional left-turn pocket
storage at each location will be determined upon final design.

Stevens Creek Boulevard and Winchester Boulevard — Southbound

Stevens Creek Boulevard and Santana Row — Southbound, Westbound, and Eastbound
Stevens Creek Boulevard and Baywood Avenue - Southbound and Westbound
Winchester Boulevard and Forest Avenue — Eastbound

The analysis identified inadequate left-turn storage capacity at the following intersections for which it is
infeasible to lengthen or add additional lanes due to inadequate right-of-way.

Stevens Creek Boulevard and Monroe Street — Westbound
Stevens Creek Boulevard and Forest Street — Westhound

. Stevens Creek Boulevard and 1-880 Interchange

The simulation showed that the proposed improvements at the eastside of the I-880/Stevens Creek
interchange do create additional storage capacity, but vehicle queues will continue to extend on to [-280.
The primary reason for the continued queues back on to I-280 is the restricted capacity of the intersection
of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Monroe Street. The simulation was run assuming a single left-tum lane
from Stevens Creek Boulevard eastbound to Monroe Street northbound because the improvement design at
the time had this change. This single lane was shown to take significant green time away from the
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opposing through traffic on Stevens Creek Boulevard, which reduced the capacity. If two left-turn lanes
can be maintained from Stevens Creek on to Monroe, then the queuing back on to I-280 should improve.

Also reflected in the simulation 1s an increase in through-put on the I-880 southbound oft-ramp to
westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard due to the addition of the separate right-turn lane on the ramp.

In conjunction with improvements at Monroe Street and Stevens Creek Boulevard access from the I-
880/Stevens Creek interchange will be improved. Further improvement to traffic flow from I-880 to
Stevens Creek Boulevard can be achieved by the improvement of the westside of the interchange.
Improvement plans are being studied, but no specific design has been selected and no funding has been
secured.

Winchester Boulevard and |-280 Interchange
The simulation showed that the coordination of signal timing at the intersections of Winchester Boulevard

and Moorpark Avenue and the Winchester/I-280 ramps will improve traffic flow.

Results of the CORSIM model analysis may be observed using the NETSIM animation software. The
CORSIM model output and NETSIM animation will be made available to City staif.



Table 1
Vehicle Queuing Analysis

Existing Praposed
Peak Siorage Max. Req. Storage Storage Max, Req. Storage
intersection Mvmt. Hour  #lanes Fer Lane {fl.} Queue /a/ _Per Lane {(R.)/b/ Adeguaie? #Lanegs Per Lane (ft.) Queve /a( Per Lans {ft }/b/ Adequate?
Stevens Creek Bivd./Winchesler Bivd. SBL  PM 1 275 1t 75 YES 4 275 22 275 YES
SAT 1 275 11 275 YES 2 275 23 288 NO
WBL PM 2 350 22 275 YES 2 450 20 250 YES
SAT 2 350 29 363 NO 2 450 21 263 YES
NEL PM 2 275 13 163 YES 2 275 19 238 YES
SAT 2 275 17 212 YES 2 275 22 275 YES
EBL PM 2 400 11 138 YES 2 400 12 150 YES
SAT 2 400 22 275 YES 2 400 27 33e YES
Stevens Creek Bivd./Santana Row SBL PM 1 200 9 225 NO 15 200 16 287 NO
SAT 1 200 1 275 NO 1.5 200 20 333 NO
WBL PM 2 150 14 175 NO 2 300 33 413 NO
SAT 2 150 17 213 NO 2 300 23 288 YES
NBEL PM 2 190 7 88 YES 2 200 L] 13 YES
SAT 2 190 10 125 YES 2 200 " 138 YES
EBL FM 2 150 12 150 YES 1 125 1% 275 NO
SAT 2 150 14 175 ND 1 125 10 250 NO
Stevens Creek Bivd./Baywood Av, SBL  FM 2 200 15 188 YES 2 200 23 288 NO
SAT 2 200 19 238 NO 2 204 29 383 No
WBL PM 1 110 15 375 NO 1 100 6 150 NO
SAT 1 110 13 325 NO 1 100 5 150 NO
EBL PM 2 150 " 138 YES 2z 375 21 263 YES
SAT 2 150 16 200 NO 2 375 30 375 YES
Stevens Creek Blvd./Monroe St SBL  FPM 2 350 22 275 YES 2 500 28 350 YES
SAT 2 350 2B 350 YES 2 500 30 37s YES
WBL FM 2 200 16 200 YES 2 200 22 278 NO
BAT 2 200 14 175 YES 2 200 16 200 YES
NBL PM 1 200 7 175 YES 1 200 8 200 YES
SAT 1 200 a 200 YES 1 200 8 200 YES
EBL FM 2 200 a8 100 YES 2 300 18 200 YES
SAT 2 200 12 150 YES 2 300 17 213 YES
Winchester Bivd./Dorcich St SBL FPM 1 225 4 125 YES 1 225 ] 225 YES
SAT 1 225 6 150 YES 1 225 g 225 YES
WBL PM 1 400 6 150 YES i 400 10 250 YES
SAT 1 400 10 250 YES 1 400 18 400 YES
NEL PM 1 150 8 150 YES 1 150 4 100 YES
SAT 1 150 7 175 ND 1 150 5 125 YES
Winchesler Blvd./Forest St. SBL PM 1 275 5 125 YES 1 275 3 180 YES
SAT 1 275 1 25 YES 1 275 8 150 YES
WBL PM 2 Z15 32 400 ND 2 275 34 425 NO
SAT 2 275 20 250 YES 2 275 16 200 YES
NBL PM 1 125 1 25 YES 1 125 3 75 YES
SAT 1 125 2 50 YES i 125 3 75 YES
EBL PM 1 100 1 25 YES 1 100 8 150 NC
SAT 1 100 1 25 YES 1 100 3 75 YES

ta/ Maximum queue based an CORSIM ouptut {(# of vehicles),
o/ Required storage is calculated based on CORSIM output as follows:
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From: Moore, Janis
Sent: Thursday, January 04, 2007 8:23 AM
To: kirk@savebarec.org

Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans

| will send you a hard copy in today's mail. While you are waiting to receive your hard copy, you still have access to our web site
version, which you referenced in your Dec. 29, 2006 e-mail to me. Based on a 45-day public review period, we can extend the
deadline for your written comments to 5:00 p.m., Monday, February 12, 2007. Of course, we would appreciate receiving your

written comments earlier, if possible. Again, | apologize for the mix-up.

Janis Moore, Planner il

Environmental Review Section

City of San Jose

Department of Pianning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

T: {(408) 535-7815

F. (408) 292-6055

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]

Sent: Thursday, January 04, 2007 1:03 AM

To: 'Moore, Janis'

Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans
Importance: High

Ms. Moore,
Please send me a hard copy:
Kirk Vartan

598 N Henry Ave
San Jose, CA 95117

Due to the fact that you did not inform the entire population (e.g., at least me), will you reschedule the public comment period so
that | may have the full 45 days? Is it not my right as a citizen to be given the full time? Again, you promised me multiple times
that you wouid keep me informed. | am sorry to hear that you had lots to do and that is unfortunate, but frankly not my problem. |
was relying on you to keep me informed as you promised you would do. How could | not be on both your email list or a written

list? Is my name on a group list? How do you keep all the names organized and the people informed?

Thank you,

Kirk Vartan

From: Moore, Janis [mailto:Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, January 03, 2007 1:29 PM

To: 'kirk@savebarec.org'

Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans

Mr. Vartan,
| apologize for the oversight.

We were overwhelmed with EIRs going out on that last day before the holiday closure (Dec. 22™9), and | inadvertently missed

2/12/2007
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sending a copy of the Draft EIR to you. Would you like me to send you a hard copy or a copy on CD? Or would you prefer
accessing the on-line version? You can access it on our web site at the following link:

http.//iwww .sanjoseca.gov/planning/eir/eir.asp

Again, | apolegize for the inadvertent oversight.

Janis Moore, Planner il

Environmental Review Section

City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

T: (408) 535-7815

F: (408) 292-6055

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]

Sent: Friday, December 29, 2006 2:00 AM

To: janism@sanjoseca.gov

Cc: johnazevedo@sbcglobal.net; erin.morris@sanjoseca.gov; ken@kenyeager.com; ken.yeager@sanjoseca.gov; 'Megan Doyle'";
mayoremail@sanjoseca.gov; District6@sanjoseca.gov; linda.lezotte@sanjoseca.gov; district7@sanjoseca.gov;
dave.cortese@sanjoseca.gov; forrest.williams@sanjoseca.gov; district3@sanjoseca.gov; judy.chirco@sanjoseca.gov;
district4@sanjoseca.gov; districcl0@sanjoseca.gov; districtS@sanjoseca.gov

Subject: RE: Valiey Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans

Importance: High

Ms. Moore,

I am very confused, eriraged, and disappointed in you. Let me quote the following from your prior email dating back in July of this
year (see details below):

"As | indicated in my previous e-mail, | have added your name to the notification mailing list for this EIR."

Well, | was just informed by a neighbor that the EIR has been out for weeks. Not one email, not one phone call, not one US post
office mail. How can you not inform me? | was very vocal about this and you assured, in fact re-assured me, that | would be
contacted regarding the EIR for Vailey Fair. | am a San Jose resident and a voter. You have an OBLIGATION to contact me
when a voter requests to be notified. | did this. You informed me of nothing.

Please explain your actions or lack of actions. The BAREC property is referenced in the EIR and there is still much to decide
regarding that property. There is no development plan yet...only a proposal that requires a lot of agreement before anything
happens. The E!IR addresses lights being removed or changed, yet no mention of contingency plans for if these changes do not
happen. What if that Forrest/Winchester light is not removed? Then what? What is the Dorcich light is not removed?

| would like to formally request time with our group (SaveBAREC) and how our plans of conservation of the BAREC property can
integrate with the Valley Fair expansion. Since'| was not included on any correspondence about the EIR, please give me the
timelines and dates that are in place for the proposed project at Valley Fair. So much can be done with the proposed growth and
the open space across the street.

if the politicians...all of you included...wouid please just take a minute to stop reacting to everything and actually take a minute to
look at what can be done with the existing resources, a lot of good can happen. Please do not rush the Valley Fair proposal
through without full community review and input. You are shaping the future of this very congested area.

We need to explore all opportunities here. Look farther than the "popular developer" view and think like a citizen and community
member. This is an area bounded by two cities. Ken Yeager is now the County District 4 Supervisor that covers all of Santa

Clara, Campbell, part of San Jose, and part of Cupertino. He has been very outspoken about having San Jose funds help pay for
the preservation of BAREC. :

SLOW DOWN before it is too late.
Thank you and | look forward to hearing your expianations and responses.

2/12/2007
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Kirk Vartan
SaveBAREC

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]

Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 1:51 PM

To: ‘erin.morris@sanjoseca.gov'

Cc: 'johnazevedo@sbcglobal.net’

Subject: FW: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans

Ms. Morris,
In case this note was to go to you as well.
Thank you,
Kirk Vartan

598 N Henry Ave
San Jose, CA 95117

From: John Azevedo [mailto:johnazevedo@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 1:08 PM

To: janism@sanjoseca.gov

Cc: kirk@savebarec.org

Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans

Dear Ms. Moore,

| was just forwarded a copy of your email response below to Kirk Vartan regarding the Valiey Fair Expansion. | would like to know
how the San Jose's Public Outreach Policy goes about development of their lists and methodology for giving such notices,
because even though 1 live in the City of Santa Clara, | also live one block away from the mail on Henry Avenue, (between Dorcich
and Forest) and never received any notice on the mall expansion. | have aiso polled my neighbors and neither did they receive
such notice. Our neighborhood is greatly disappointed that we were not included in this process, particularly when we are very
much directly affected by any expansion that would put yet more mall traffic through our neighborhood. | wouid aiso recommend
that the Outreach Program include the posting of signs and flyers within the nearby neighborhoods and at the mali.

Such a project as this greatly impacts our neighborhoods and | am sure that you can appreciate the importance of knowing all that
goes on there if you lived less than a block from Valley Fair mall, particularly in light of the negligent impact that Santana Row has
already had on us, | would also hope that San Jose does not allow this expansion to take any liberties with State and local
building codes as were allowed at Santana Row.

To this end, in the future please ensure that | and my neighbors that border the mall and live in Santa Ciara are also included on
such notices and/or mailings. i have included my private mailbox and cell phone below to ensure | receive notices. Thank you.

Respectfully,

John Azevedo

5255 Stevens Creek Bivd. # 196
Santa Clara, CA 95051

Cell: (408) 839-3107

From: Moore, Janis [mailto:JanisM@sanjoseca.gov]

Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 10:40 AM

To: kirk@savebarec.org

Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans

Mr. Vartan,

The NOP and EIR Public Scoping Meeting Notices for the Westfield Valiey Fair EIR were mailed out per the City's Public
Qutreach Policy; however, occupants further away from the project site are also welcome to participate in the environmental

2/12/2007
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process.
As | indicated in my previous e-mail, | have added your name to the notification mailing list for this EIR.

As far as the BAREC Project goes, the Valley Fair EIR will include the projected traffic from the City of Santa Clara’s BAREC
Project within the cumulative traffic analysis for the Valley Fair EIR.

If you have specific comment/questions about the BAREC Project, please contact the City of Santa Clara, whase project it is.
Thank you.

Janis Moore, Planner |i

Environmental Review Section

City of San Jose

Departmerit of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

T: (408) 535-7815

F: (408) 292-6055

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]

Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 10:23 AM

To: ‘Moore, Janis'

Cc: erin.morris@sanjoseca.gov; ken.yeager@sanjoseca.gov
Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans
Importance: High

Hello,

Thank you for the message. | am disappointed that | was not included in any of the original meeting notifications. 1amin an
isolated part of San Jose, surrounded by Santa Clara. | cannot participate in any Santa Clara meetings/discussions because ! am
a San Jose resident, and now, one of the biggest developments in the area is about to take place in walklng distance to my house

| pay a lot of taxes to San Jose and | would appreciate being informed of what is going on in my neighborhood. {t looks like | am
about 1500 feet from Valley Fair. So does that mean | can even help to scope the EIR? That seems pretty unreasonable. | walk
around the area a lot and not once have | seen any signs about the EIR or NOP.

| have some very direct input | want to provide with relation to the property at 80 N Winchester Bivd. (BAREC). I want to
understand what scope you have taken with that project. | want to understand and give input on what needs !0 be lcoked at and
investigated regarding this property and what may or may not be happening with it.

Thank you,

Kirk Vartan
588 N Henry Ave
San Jose, CA

From: Moore, Janis [mailto:JanisM@sanjoseca.gov]

Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 9:35 AM

To: kirk@savebarec.org

Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans

Mr. Vartan,

Thank you for your interest in the Westfield Valley Fair environmental process. | am the Environmental Manager for the Westfield
Valley Fair Environmental Impact Report (EIR), so all questions and comments on the environmental document/process shouid be
addressed to me. | have added your name to the mailing list for all notifications for the Valiey Fair EIR process and have also
forwarded your name to Erin Morris, the Project Manager for Valley Fair {and Santana Row) for inclusion within her Project
notification mailing lists. Questions/comments on the Project itself (File No. H06-027) should be addressed to Erin Morris.

The Valley Fair EIR is still being written and we do not expect to circulate a Draft EIR for a few weeks.

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated on June 15" notifying agencies, districts, libraries, neighbors within 1000 feet, etc.

2/12/2007
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that an EIR is in the process of being prepared for the proposed Project, and inviting comments on what should be included in the
EIR analysis. Thatis where we are in the EIR process at present. When the Draft EIR is ready to circulate, we will send out a
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR to the same list, plus anyone else who has requested notification.

You may view the NOP (and the Draft EIR, once it begins public circuiation) on the Planning Divisions web site at the following
link: hitp://www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/eir/WestfieldVF/ViyFairNOP52306.pdf

There are several opportunities for agencies and the publiic to provide input inlo the EIR process: during the NOP public
circulation period (from June 16 through July 17, 2006}, during the EIR Public Scoping Meeting, which was held on June 19, 2006,
during the Draft EIR public circulation period and during the EIR certification public hearing process. All of these individual steps
are noticed per the City's Outreach Policy.

There are also opportunities for providing input into the Project process itself. You may contact Erin Morris, the Project Manager
for the Valley Fair Project, at (408) 535-7846 or by e-mail at erin.morris@sanjoseca.gov

if you have project guestions or wish to provide comments on the Project.

Please contact me if you have questions, comments or need additional information about the EIR process.

Thank you.

Janis Moore, Planner ||

Environmental Review Section

City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

T: (408) 535-7815

F: (408) 292-6055

E: janis.moore@sanjoseca.gov

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]

Sent: Sunday, July 16, 2006 12:57 AM

To: janis.moore@sanjoseca.gov

Cc: ken.yeager@sanjoseca.gov; info@savebarec.org
Subject: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans
Importance: High

Hi Janis,
! just read the Rose Garden Resident and | am hoping that there was a typo. In the June 29th issue it states:

Janis Moore, a planner with the city, invited anyone with questions or comments on the EIR to contact her at
janis.moore@sanjoseca.gov or 408.535.7815.

This is the first | have heard about an EIR (| assume a draft EIR). All | have seen is a bunch of community meetings that were
hosted by Westfield to show what they would fike to build. | would like to know the schedule for public comments, input to the city,
and any other form of legat and required public process with regard to this development.

Please notify me of any and all meetings, council meetings, education/study sessions, etc. as weil as put me on your official email
and mailing lists for this project. My information is as follows:

Kirk Vartan

538 N Henry Ave

San Jose, CA 95117
kirk@SaveBAREC.org

t would also like to be on any official email and mailing list with regard to the changes Santana Row is trying to do. | see there is
an agenda item in front of the City Council on August 15th. Please let me know the details on that and if there are other materials
i can read up on. Use my above information to make me a part of any official notification.

Please respond with a.written confirmation that my above requests have been met.

Thank you,

2/12/2007
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Kirk Vartan

kirk@savebarec.org
www.savebarec.org
888-BAREC-80

2/12/2007
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North [-280 to North I-880

Problem: One lane takes [-280 traffic to north [-880 or Stevens Creek Bowlevard, merging with
traffic from Highway 17 most headed to Valkey Fair and Santana Row. High accident rate,

Solution: Separate lanes to end nasty merge at onramp.
When: Construction could be under way in three years.

F3 south 1-880 to -280

Prohiferu: A newcomer on the Dirty Dozen niost-despised st. Traffic in

exit tane spills back for a haif mile into slow lane on 1-B80.

Solution Second lane may be added during reconfiguring of Hsterchange.

When: Work could hegin i three years.

North [-280 at I-880

* Problem: Freeway narrows to three through.
fanes under 1-BAD as stow kane disapnears.
Solution: None planned.
When: [t may be this way for years,

AND THE REST

EY Hwy. 152 at Hwy. 156

Pechleny: Good Samaritans headed east
on 152 stop to allow westbound traffic
to turn left onto 156, Backups can axtend
10 imiins. On the marning of Thanksgiving
Day, it took an hour to cover this stretch.
Solution: Fiyover ramp needed.

When: Construction should hegin in the
spring.

3 North 1-880 to east 1-238
Problens: Stow lane from north [-880
backs up at 4 pm.  on a Sunday!
Solutlon; Work just baginning to widen
1-238 to six lanes between 1-580 and -
880; add merging lanes on }-238 and I-
880 and rebuild the north [-880 to south
{-238 ramp.

When: Four years befare there is refief.

[3 Hwy. 85 at Hwy. 101

Prablem: Merging woes as motorists
from B5, 101 and Shareline Boulevard try
to reach Old Middiefietd Road exit.
Solutlon: Carpoiers irom B3 should take
non-carpool ramp to 101 to exit at 0ld
Middlefield, and not try to veer across
four lanes of trafiic.

© When: Try i now.

Mission Blvd, at I-880
and Hwy. 87 at I-280 —

Probiem: A tie. Many, many camplaints,
but heavy-duty construction gets most
of lame,
Solutlon; New lanes, new ramgs coming.
When: Hwy. 87 widening will be
compteted mid-2007; Mission-880
vpgrade will take two more years,

Sowrce: Marmwy News reporting

DOZE)

ONCE AGAIN, MR. ROADSHOW AND RIS READER DEPUTIES MAKE
THEIR ANNUAL PICKS FOR THE WORST HIGHWAY LOCATIONS

THE WORST: 1-280 and I-880 interchanges

“
reranpprrareenty

ot
wert

E FasTrak lanes at San Mateo
and Dumbarton Bridges ;
Problam: Not enough of them, and they
arei't long enaugh. .

Solution: New, inisger fanes are in the
plans,
‘When: April.

EJ Hwy. 85 at Hwy. 237
Problam: Outdated ramp can't handle
traffic exiting fron nortls 85 ta 237, spilling
out into slow lane of B5.

Sakution: Rebuild interchange.

When: On long-range, 30-year county wish
fist. For now, take Mofett Bowlevard exit,

iT¥) Hwy. 85 at 1-280

Probleru: Ramp to north 1-280 and off-
ranp to Foothill Expressway are too close
together.

Satution: Flyover ramp to separate traffic
poing to Foothilt from 1-280.

When: Anyone’s uess. A decade perhaps.

Eﬂ Hwy. 101 on Peninsula
Prablem: Carpoot Lane ends near Whipple
Avenue in Redwood City.

Solutior: T extend diamond lane to San
Francisco would require monumental shift
in state policy, which peohibits converting
existing lane into a diamond lane.

When: Not in Roadshow's fifetime.

m Narvaez Ave,
at northbound Hwy. 87

Problem: Drivers turn {rom straight-onfy
lanes, jamming sp entrance to freeway,
Salution: No right turn 0w red sign recently
instalfed. but has many drivers irate.
Opening new lanas on B7 may ease overall
commute,

MERCURY HEWS




Santa Clara City Council Meeting March 7, 2006

While you are getting my handouts, | wanted to acknowledge the ethical behavior
of Councilmember McLeod. She has the integrity to identify a potential conflict of
interest due to her domestic partner’s relationship with the BAREC project and
she recused herself from aii official meetings regarding BAREC. Thank you for
your honesty.

At one of the meetings held by the Santa Clara City Staff (I believe it was the
October 3, 2005 EIR Scoping Meeting), it was said that the SummerHill Homes
housing proposal would build “like houses.” | have taken a picture of every
house that borders the former BAREC site, 42 houses in total. You will see, only
four of them (that’s less than 10%) have anything above one story, mostly above
garage add-ons. There is only one house that would be considered a real two
story house and it is only about 70% the size of what is being proposed in the
new development. If you look at the overall neighborhood, you will see over 90%
of the houses are single story, not even with garage add-ons. | have also taken
pictures of SummerHill Homes’ new development (WoodGlen) by Westgate/El
Paseo Mall in San Jose, houses that are actually smaller than what is being
proposed for BAREC. Just look at the pictures and judge for yourself. There is
nothing similar about these houses. There are three attachments for you to look
at.

At the City Council meeting on April 26, 2005, some of the Council members
made statements. | want to address some of them:

Councilmember Moore: You stated that the lease for Longs over on Winchester
and Stevens Creek, which you shop at, would be up soon and a “Super Safeway”
would be put in place. Well, Longs just renewed their lease for another five
years.

Councilmember Caserta: You stated: “Where's the money to do this?" If the
money were there and City funding was not an issue, would you be in favor of it?
If so, say so. We have a plan to accommodate your financial needs.

Mayor Mahan: You stated: “The reality is, the property is going to be
developed... and there's nothing we can do to stop it. We can't withhold zoning
arbitrarily, unless you want to subject this City to a lawsuit that will bankrupt
it...and, it's just not going to happen, and I'm sorry to say, that's just the reality of
it." You further stated to the San Jose Mercury News on January 29, 20086, that
“We have to be reasonable in allowing rezoning; we can't withhold entitiements
unreasonably, especially when we can't offer a good alternative.” This tells the
community that if a “good alternative” exists, you would be in favor of it. We have
one; one that is financially stable and will not negatively impact tax payers.

Come talk to the SaveBAREC group before you leave your current post as Mayor
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and run for Santa Clara County Supervisor, District 4... a district that BAREC is
square in the middle of. We can make this a win-win for everyone.

Councilmember Mathews: You told us about your generations as a native
Santa Claran...how your great, great, great grandfather fought in the Civil War.
You said: “The history that I'm gcing to make is going to be made today...to get
this site developed..." Well, let’s get this site developed, but in the right way.
Let’s look beyond the current pressures of today. Let’s think about what your
great, great, great grandchildren would want.

Let's take this opportunity to make a difference for generations to come. Take
the BAREC property and showcase it. Turn it into a Center of Excellence for all
to see and learn from. Show leadership for California and the nation on how land
use in urban areas should be balanced. Show how urban agriculture can help
deliver on the vision of sustainable living. As an agricultural asset, it benefits the
community more so than any kind of housing development. Look beyond your
political terms and see how this open space can balance the over crowded
shopping areas around it (Valley Fair and Santana Row) that exist today. Do not
overwhelm the area with more housing. This is state land, not privately owned.
This is land of the people. “We the people” own this land and have the right to
dictate its future. We are a government Of the People, By the People, and For
the People. The People want this land to be an agricultural asset... just ask
them. | have. | have over 4,000 signatures of support for keeping this land
agriculturally zoned and agriculturally used, people from all over the city, state,
and county.

Take this opportunity to show leadership. These meetings are uni-
directional... we say something, then you say something. Please engage the
audience during this meeting and ask us (me) questions so it is not just a bunch
of one sided arguments.

Thank you for your time.

Kirk Vartan

A quote from a long time resident of Santa Clara:

“l enjoyed the tomato tasting of BAREC (the AG Center). | was so sad to hear it
would no longer serve the public. Please preserve it!”
M. Houston
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February 12, 2007

Janis Moore, Planner ||

Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov

Environmental Review Section

City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Dear Ms. Moore,

As your email states, today (Monday, February 12, 2007) is the final day for
public comment on the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-
027/GP 06-T-04). | have included a nhumber of attachments for you to include in
your report and will look forward to your office’s response to them. | would
greatly appreciate it if you could be as detailed as possible in your responses.

| have also included copies of documents and notes regarding the BAREC
property. Please include them in the public record. It is critical that San Jose get
involved in saving this property from development. On page 127/128, the Drait
EIR states that “Trees would also be Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 128
Draft EIR City of San José December 2006 removed as part of the BAREC
project; however, it is believed that no trees would be removed as part of the
Santana Row project.” Please define what trees you are referring to and why
they would be removed on the BAREC property. The BAREC site is across from
Valley Fair and | de not understand why any resources would be affected by a
Valley Fair development.

! did not see any description of how the Dorcich intersection light moving would
be addressed. How will is affect traffic for the neighbor in Santa Clara? Will now
infrastructure be needed? Will this be signalized? What about right turn only? |
do not see any diagrams or pictures of what would happen once the supermarket
and drug store move. How will that line up with the current light? How will
Dorcich residents make a left onto Winchester? What happens when the traffic
builds up?

What date was the City of San Jose informed about this project (i.e., when did
you first know that it may or may not occur)? Was the City of Santa Clara a part
of this discussion? When were the local government agencies informed of this
proposal, even in an informal setting? Who was told?

| have provided additional guestions and comments in the sections below.
Please provide as much detail as possible.



The intersection at Stevens Creek and Winchester Bivd.

Regarding the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd., which will be
severely impacted by the further expansion of Valley Fair. The intersection is
designated as "protected" meaning no further remediation can be done to the
intersection and the Level Of Service (LOS) can fall from “D” to “F” with a
development and only a financial penalty will occur. There are three problems
with this in regards to this particular intersection:

1. The intersection is not fully built out. It currently has three areas for right
turns (Steven Creek headed East, Stevens Creek headed West, and
Winchester headed North). There is NO right lane on Winchester heading
South. This is a development that would help the intersection and traffic
flow. Why is this intersection considered “protected?” The basic
requirements have not been met.

2. Once a development like the one Valley Fair is proposing is completed,
the intersection will get more impacted. | do not think anyone will argue
this point. Even the slanted analysis in the Draft EIR of this intersection
shows the intersection falling to “F.” There is a clause in the definition for
this “protected” status that states that the designation of “protected”
ceases should a development affect more than one traffic light. The Draft
EIR states that there is a desire to remove the light on Dorcich and

‘Winchester. This is a simply ploy to get around the issue of impacting
more than one light. Further, if that light is not removed, the impact will
easily migrate to the TWO lights on Winchester and Forrest Avenue, just a
few hundred yards from the Dorcich light. That is THREE lights that will
be affected by the increased traffic from a development.

3. Should the City of Santa Clara proceed with their development of the
BAREC property, additional residential traffic would be generated and
even more impact to the intersection would occur.

Please address each item above and give a more detailed analysis of how traffic
would flow if lights were NOT removed and how that affects the “protected”
status of the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Bivd. Further, if the
City of Santa Clara builds 165 units of senior housing on the property (high
density), the speed limit will need to be reduced to 25 mph as it is in front of
Valley Village just ¥z mile north of the Forrest intersection. How have your traffic
calculations taken this scenario into consideration?

I would also like to formally challenge the intersection at Winchester and Stevens
Creek for “protected” status. Please forward this to the appropriate people and
give the reasons | listed above. | would like to meet with or discuss with the
appropriate people.

Parking and traffic during busy times

As you will see in the attached photograph (1 will send in a separate email since
this email is large and so are the pictures), cars going to the mall impact the
neighborhood. These pictures were taken on December 23, 2006 and shows the



many areas where cars will just park. They park in the neighborhood, along
Winchester (outside of BAREC), along Dorcich, along Forrest, and just about
everywhere they can. This will only get worse. Only people coming from the
highway will be able to easily get to the new parking structures, so the
neighborhood impacts will continue.

Also, look at the traffic backup on 880 South, 17 North, and San Carlos. This will
continue until the highway system is fixed. The development should not be
allowed to proceed until the traffic issues are worked out and the highway
situation is resolved. If this is not a requirement, you must detail to me how the
air pollution will be addressed as well as the safety concerns and neighborhood
impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods will be addressed.

Walking ramp over Stevens Creek Blvd.

I think it is critical to remove as many people from crossing Stevens Creek as
possible. It is already a problem since all traffic needs to stop fro over a minute
to let pedestrians cross Stevens Creek to get to Valley Fair or to Santana Row. If
a walking bridge is installed, pedestrians can easily and safely cross Stevens
Creek without creating a problem for traffic. There are many ways to implement
this. You could have a ramp style that is at grade with the street and arches up.
Or, a better solution would be to make it a flat walking bridge, anchoring into part
of Macy’s or The Cheese Cake Factory (with elevator access for ADA needs and
a staircase) and go directly over to Crate and Barrel. If private land is an issue, |
am sure a creative way for a portion of the footprint for the bridge could be made
fo encourage the private owners to do this. On the south side, there is an
existing open space that could be the touch down point if Crate and Barrel is an
issue. Again, this is an area for Santa Clara and San Jose to work together to

~ create a more pleasant environment for everyone. Look at the bigger picture
with Santana Row’s growth that is occurring at the same time. DO NOT look at
the Valley Fair Expansion in a bubble. Look at how it impacts the surrounding
areas and resources and figure out a way to leverage the significant
development that is going to take place. Valley Fair will grow 35%. That is a lot
of money for everyone and some of that needs to go back into the community to
make it more livable for everyone. Long term planning (like keeping pedestrians
safe, allowing bikes to cross safely, allowing wheelchairs to cross safely, allowing
seniors to cross safely, etc.) needs to be a key element in the approval of any
plans. The money exists now and will fund this type of asset to the community.
It makes sense as is in line with commercial planning.

Further, please give a detailed air quality study of what the impact is when 100s
of vehicles every light sit and wait for pedestrians to cross the street. What is the
impact to the air quality and the atmosphere? What is the impact to wasted
resources (e.g., fuel)? How much would be saved by installing a walking bridge
in terms of safety and insurance premiums? Have there been any accidents at
the Santana Row street intersection? Has anyone been hurt crossing the street?
One of the elements Valley Fair is adding is MORE walking access to Santana



Row. This will just make the traffic issue worse since the light will have to be
longer. Please give exact measurement on the width of the street and how long
you are allowing people to cross the street at this particular location. | am not
referring to Stevens Creek and Winchester; | am referring to Santana Row
(Cheesecake Factory/Macys to Crate and Barrel). What is the impact to the
people waiting at the crosswalk with all the cars going by and how much exhaust
and air pollution are they inhaling while waiting to cross the street?

The need for a balance of Open Space

The land known as BAREC, located at 125 Winchester Blvd. in Santa Clara sits
directly across from Valley Fair. To draw a parallel to NYC, my home, Central
Park is 843 acres of the most valuable land in the world. It will never be
developed. Why? Because the city planners knew how important it was to
balance development with open space. The same is true here, just on a smaller
scale. Valley Fair is going to grow to over two million square feet of commercial
development. Santana Row is going to grow by 20-30% and maybe more the
Century Theater and neighboring buildings become targets. The BAREC site is
17 acres of undeveloped, public land. Approval of this development should be
contingent on creating open space in the area since Westfield will make
hundreds of millions of dollars from Valley Fair commercial growth. Westfield
needs to give back to the community and helping to sponsor the preservation of
this open space would be a great way to do this. Santana Row can help. The
City of San Jose can help. Grant money can do the rest, but it is critical that
exploring how this can help offset the massive amounts of traffic and influx of
vehicles to the area. Once people are out of their cars, parked in one of the two
new five story parking garages, they can shop and also take a break in an open,
public space.

A way Westfield could help fund this would be to create yet another walking
bridge across Winchester Bivd. This would provide a safe way for people to
cross Winchester and not stop the flow of traffic. Please provide the impact to
traffic when people are trying to cross the street and how much does that affect
traffic flow? What are the air quality issues with that? The walking bridge can
originate at the existing four story parking structure on Forrest and Winchester
and drop down direction behind the Veterans building. Again, elevators would be
provided for ADA and other needs.

This all leads to how can the City of San Jose leverage the massive growth that
Westfield wants to do in a primarily residential area. San Jose needs to look at
the long term effects of this development and acknowledge that traffic will
increase significantly and do what ever it can to help make that reality more
palatable for the neighborhood and the general area. Show leadership in
commercial planning and development. There is an approval process for a
reason and that is to insure all views are considered and the public is looked
after. No plans are final until San Jose agrees with the plan. Where are the



plans for how Westfield will embrace the BAREC property if it remains open
space or becomes a active farm again?

Highway 280/880/17 interchange

This intersection is a disaster. During the holidays, it is common for the off ramp
to Stevens Creek coming south on 880 is backed up past the Bascom exit. This
is also true from coming north on 17 to Stevens Creek. | have seen the plans the
county/state are proposing for making this intersection better; however, this plan
has absolutely nothing to do with Westfield’s plan for Valley Fair. Before any
development occurs at Valley Fair, the highway situation needs to be corrected.
Period. There should be no negotiation on this point. Before Westfield tries to
(and will) drive more traffic to their mall, the artery (highway) system needs to be
fixed. If it takes a couple of years for the state to get it together, so be it. To
allow for massive commercial development where it is anticipated that an
additional two five story computerized parking structures will be in complete use
without a way for traffic to flow to the destination is foolish and irresponsible. If
you are not going to make the fixing of 880/280/17 a prerequisite to the approval
of the development, please provide a detailed description on why. How will the
new traffic be handled? What happens to new traffic that will start flooding the
area? What happens when Santana Row expands? Will Santana Row’s
development be contingent on highway improvements? Any form of
development that occurs in this area needs to be predicated on an improved
ingress and egress system. If one does not exist, you will simply break even
more and already broken interchange. Refer to the attached document entitled
“dirtydozen.pdf” where the San Jose Mercury News designates the 880/280/17
as the top three worst intersections in the Bay Area. How can an application for
35% growth with the goal of thousands of more vehicles coming to the area be
approved if the highways that get people to the project site is already broken?
Why would the city approve something like this without first fixing the problem? |
know the City of San Jose is not responsible for fixing the highways, but it is
responsible for making sure the community runs weli and is not over-burdened
with problems. | ask that you provide a contingency on the plans that require the
highway system be fixed before approval can begin. That will make Westfield
unhappy, but it will insure that the community is properly serviced by the
infrastructure. | have already witnessed three major accidents at Cypress Ave
and Stevens Creek in the past three months. More cars mean more accidents
and more traffic. Fix the problems before they get worse. Allowing development
without having the proper infrastructure in place is foolish and not in the citizen's
best interest.

Here is a quote from the article:
http://'www.mercurynews.com/mid/mercurynews/16213031.htm

“Traffic jams at the Interstate 880-280-17-Stevens Creek interchange used to be
Silicon Valley's unwanted Christmas present, a seasonal sabotage perpetrated



by thousands of cars converging on the Valley Fair and Santana Row shopping
centers. :

Now we're getting that gift almost every day, all year long.”

Green/Environmental Issues

Any future development of the Valley Fair site should be required to use green
materials and use green power. Westfield is very progressive in how it develops
its malls, and this should be no different. Solar and green power should be a
requirement. Sustainable systems (both construction and waste) need to be put
in place. Remember, any major development requires ALL parts of the mall to
be brought up to current codes and environmental regulations. Please detail all
of the environmental improvements that will take place in the new development
and the existing stores/locations. How will the construction pollution be offset?
What air quality issues will occur from the construction?

Traffic Studies

There is a lot of traffic analysis in this report. Please provide an analysis of past
traffic projections from the prior Valley Fair expansion and determiine if the
original projections were accurate. Please do the same with the Santana Row
traffic studies. | mention Santana Row since it is entirely in San Jose so San
Jose was the lead agency in that development. How accurate were the traffic
studies. Please be specific and detailed in your explanation. | examined the
data in the current study, and it shows that the Stevens Creek/Winchester will
only be minorly affected. Please. Just go out there and iook for yourself. Just
because you have a couple of data points does not make a trend. Further,
adding a single left turn lane will not fix everything. The intersection is already
operating below LOS D, something your report does not say. This intersection is
one of the worst. By taking two feet of curb out to allow for a left turn lane to
Stevens Creek will not fix the problem. Again, you have some nay “depending
on the City of Santa Clara” statements that it is almost worthless to give as an
option. The same for the City of San Jose. The fact is, if the improvements are
not allowed, the intersection will get worse and the quality of life here will go
down. If there are no improvements, what are the plans to make it work better?
Maybe the financial penalties can go towards a walking bridge over both Stevens
Creek and Winchester. These roads are not safe to cross. Please measure the
distance from curb to curb, caiculate a few different walking patterns (i.e., child,
teenager, adult, senior, wheel chair, person with walker, person with cane, etc.)
and determine the amount of time needed to cross the street. Now determine
how much backup traffic occurs when thé needed time is provided to cross
safely. It cascades. Look at how NYC does traffic studies. If there is a traffic
jam, for every minute of delay, it cascades to five minute of future delay. It gets
worse and worse the longer it takes to clear the traffic. Same holds true for any
flowing system. Traffic that backs up at a light (say Stevens Creek/Winchester or
Stevens Creek/San Tomas or Stevens Creek/Saratoga) causes multiple



problems down the line and for a significant time. Please provide this type of
analysis for how light delays will impact the area. Please give a radius of two
miles.

San Jose and Santa Clara working together

San Jose and Santa Clara need to work closely together on this since the mall is
in both cities as are many of the intersections. You need to look at ALL of the
development going on and what the best plan is for the area. Look at Valley Fair,
Santana Row, and BAREC. Here are three areas that are within a stones throw
of each other and each one has its own EIR and plan, yet none of them tie into
each other or relate to each other. Take this opportunity to look at all the
development activities in the area and see how they can best work together.
Once these decisions are made, they cannot be changed. You have a unique
opportunity to insure the area is developed correctly and not haphazardly. Since
all these development applications are being considered now, look at them
together and look at the big picture. Look at how this will evolve over the next
20-50 years....or the next 200 years. How will you have impacted the area in a
positive note? | am not suggesting you deny the Valley Fair expansion. | like the
idea of developing commercial land more effectively and more densely....I'm
from NYC, that's what | am used to. Go up, not out. But since all these changes
are happening at the same time and no one city has control over all parts, it is
critical that you look at all aspects. Do not rush to make this decision and
approve the application just because the cities will make lots of money in tax
revenue and permits. Look longer term than that. You need to explore how the
area will sustain itself over the long haul... .beyond your lifetime....beyond your
grand children’s children’s lifetime.

There needs to be a balance of development and open space. Push for that in
all development applications. BAREC is as a resident sated “a no brainer” to
keep as open space since it is already open space, not developed in any way,
and public land owned by the state. Look at how Santana Row, Valley Fair, and
BAREC can build a community....but also look at how people will come and go to
the community. If the infrastructure is not correct, all you will have created is a
mess that will be very costly to fix. And the citizens will be very angry because
you had the chance to do the right thing.

So please, do the right thing.
Regards,
Kirk Vartan

598 N Henry Ave
San Jose, CA 95117

More views from others in case they did not get to you:



| am writing to express some of my concerns about the proposed expansion plan
of valley Fair Mall. The development of Santana Row opposite the Valley Fair
Mall has put extreme pressure on the traffic and land resources in that section of
Santa Clara County. Currently the exit ramps off 280 leading to the mall are a
major hazard area due to single lanes trying to accommodate hundreds of cars at
all times of the day. Ail of that traffic is heading to the mega compiex of combined
malls at Stevens Creek and Winchester. Any expansion plans need to address
major changes to the traffic flow BEFORE any expansion should be approved.
Any commercial expansion in this currently congested area aggravates an
already dangerous situation. The plan must include cooperative funding with
state and federal planners to expand and fix the current exit on 280 that
drastically conflicts with the exits for Route 17 and 880 due to the excessive
amount of mall traffic blocking that interchange.

Another concern is that the intensification of commercial building in this area
MUST be balanced with the development of green spaces for the environmental
heaith of your community. Currently the open space at the former BAREC site
would provide an excellent balance to this extreme commercial development. |
am requesting that the plan for expansion include incorporating the development
of the BAREC land for community green space. Currently the only municipality
that opposes the use of this land for green space is the Santa Clara City Council.
Their rationale for opposition is that there is no funding for green space
development. The San Jose City Council and District 6 are in favor of sourcing
funding to develop the BAREC land as a green space. | would strongly urge that
one of the stipulations of the expansion plan is to get Santa Clara, San Jose,
state and county municipalities to join together to fund the development of
BAREC as a green space to balance the concentration of commercial
development in this area. As an area resident | know how important it is to
provide halanced areas of green space amid the commercial development.

And some comments by others in case they did not make it to you:

Dear Ms. Moore

Valley Fair expansion?

Valley Fair? What Valley? What Fair? It looks like many just like the $ound of
those names but completely ignore the deeper meaning of the words. And what
"expansion" is that? Income perhaps? On the other hand, to leave BAREC as an

open community space IS the true expansion, a reminder of a true valley and a
fair.

And why at BAREC? Don't we have already enough empty structures to occupy?



For year | have observed how the many, empty industrial/corporate buildings that
populate our old orchards continue to gather dust, while new and old powerful
companies continue to erect new structures, seemingly oblivious to the reality
that surrounds us all, those empty carcasses lefts after the dot.com bust. None of
these corporate and commercial monsters seem to find value in the perfectly
constructed buildings in perfectiy maintained land.

How is this possible? Why is it that the city of San Jose, Santa Clara, Sunnyvale,
the county, the state, do not regulate this wild out-of control activity?

What is this hunger to continue to cover with cement and concrete places like
BAREC? What is next? The hills between San Jose and Santa Cruz? Why not a
big, long mall there? Perhaps we just don't have enough $200 sweaters to clothe
our population ... ‘

Piease, allow the green space at BAREC to remain so, as an open community
space, free of sales signs and artificial fashionable perfumes.

This land of ours is precious and not meat to be sold to the best bidder nor to the
most awesome promise of riches.

This land we own needs room to breathe and remind us all where we come from
and where we'll end up. Who wants to lie down under smelly shops and numb
shoppers hunting for the latest toy to keep them unconscious? Don't we all
dream of the eternal nigh under trees and flowers?

Well?
Let the garden be!
Sincerely,

Andrés F. Cathalifaud
San José, CA
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Moore, Janis

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com]

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM

To: ‘Moore, Janis'

Cc: info@savebarec.org

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments - photos part 2

importance: High
Attachments: photo 2006 enlargement.doc

February 12, 2007

Janis Moore, Planner i}

Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov

Environmental Review Section

City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Dear Ms. Moore,

Here is the second of two photos for you to look at. It shows a close up of the Valley Fair area and the parking issues around the
neighborhood. if you want hard copies, | can send them as well.

Thank you,

Kirk Vartan
598 N Henry Ave
San Jose, CA 95117

2/12/2007
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Moore, Janis

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com]

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM

To: '‘Moore, Janis' :

Cc: info@savebarec.org

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansicn Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments - photos part 1

Attachments: photo 2006 aerial.doc

February 12, 2007

Janis Moore, Pianner ||

Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov

Environmental Review Section

City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Fioor

San Jose, CA 95113

Dear Ms. Moore,

Here is the first of two photos for you to loak at. They show the Valley Fair area on December 23, 2006. As you can see, the
traffic is piled up and backed up along 880 south, 17 north, San Carlos to Stevens Creek, and people are parked all over the
neighborhood. Please make sure you place this in the EIR and detail how these issues will be addressed.

Thank you,

Kirk Vartan

598 N Henry Ave
San Jose, CA 95117

2/12/2007
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Moore, Janis

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com]

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM

To: ‘Moore, Janis'

Cc: info@savebarec.org

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments - BAREC

comments part 7
Importance: High
Attachments: 90nwinchester-package-mailer-may-2006.pdf; bac-vartan.pdf

more details on BAREC

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]
Sent: Sunday, July 23, 2006 10:33 PM

To: 'Gloria Sciara'

Cc: 'info@savebarec.org’; 'legal@savebarec.org’
Subject: Comments on the BAREC DEIR and RDEIR
Importance: High

Hi Gloria,
| have a few requests and comments as follows:

Request:

The notice of availability for the RDEIR was made by Kevin Riley on July 20, 2006. However, as of July 23, 2006, the city web
site does not have any updates. | do not feel the 45 day period should start if your letter entitied "Public Notice of Availability"
states that the web site is a way to get the information and it is not there. The date should start when the City of Santa Clara
posts the information online. Can you please check with the City Attorney to determine if it is lawful to start the clock if all methods
stated for viewing the content are not met?

Comments/Requests:

1. Please forward the planning commission the attachment entitled "Here’s the Package.” The file attached is: 90nwinchester-
package-mailer-may-2006.pdf. | am asking that you include this in public comments as the proposed developer sent this to Santa
Clara citizens. | spoke to numerous people about this and one person who signed our petition to keep the zoning as agriculture
stated she thought this mailing was from the City of Santa Clara, and the scare tactics sentence in the mailer prompted her to
send in the postcard. The sentence I refer to is the one which states that by not approving this deveiopment plan, the state can
do whatever it wants with the land without anyone's input. While this may be technically true, the way it is presented and the way
the postcard is created (i.e., showing support for the project only) is misleading and something that the City should not condone. |
feel the City should make a public statement that it has not sent out any mailers or propaganda of any kind and that it does not
support any private activity to do so.

2. Regarding the mailer listed above (90nwinchester-package-mailer-may-2006.pdf), the title of the group who sent this out is "The
Community at 90 N Winchester." The developers know very well the name of the proposed project is Santa Clara Gardens, so
why wouid they deliberately change the name? The only explanation is to confuse the public. These underhanded tactics does
not foster educating the public or help the community make an informed decision. As a government body tasked with protecting
the pubiic and locoking out for its well-being, the City should release a memo or letter stating that they have nothing to do with this
mailing.

3.l am attaching a copy of the Bicycie Advisory Committee (BAC) presentation | gave iast month (bac-vartan.pdf). Please forward
it to the planning commission, the city council, and enter it into the public record for this project. | would also like the city staff to
explore how this might be beneficial to the city, if | am allowed to make such a request.

4. | saw the Historical and Landmarks Commission meeting minutes posted on your website. They do not appear accurate. The
original one you sent me differs significantly in the area where | presented to them. It shows the motion that was made as failing,
but it does not show that it was still a majority (3-2) and how the people voted. This is critical information and Santa Clara citizens
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should know how their commission voted. Couid you change this please and let me know when this is done?

| downloaded the document from your website at:
http://'www .ci.santa-clara.ca.us/pdf/minutes/HistoricalLandmarks-20060601. pdf

5. Please ask the planning commission to watch the last City Councii meeting (July 18, 20086). in it, our group gave a ten minute
presentation to the City Council on the benefits of retaining agricuiture land in the City of Santa Clara, the reasons why the City
would want to keep agriculture land in Santa Clara, the benefits of an educational urban farm, and examples of successful urban
farms. It was agenda item 8B. | would also like to request that they view the public comment section where | spoke (the latter
part of agenda item 11). There was also another speaker in this section, Brian Everette, who spoke on urban farming that he
does on his property in San Mateo. | think it is critical that everyone on the planning staff (both city staff and commissions) see
this presentation so that the mystery of having agriculture in city limits is better understocd and how other cities are taking it very
seriously. '

Please let me know that you received this and the attachments properly.
Thank you very much for your time,

Kirk Vartan
kirk@savebarec.org
www.savebarec.org
888-BAREC-80
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BAC Presentation on BAREC
Land Possibilities

By Kirk Vartan
kKirk@SaveBAREC.org

June 28, 2006
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» Possible ingress/egress point for bikes to VTA

- Mass transit connections for bikers

» Potential connection to hi-tech in Santa Clara from other cities

- Possible destination for bikers, rest area, secure storage for malls trips
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* Options for connecting Lawrence to the Mall or 1-880
* Linking directly to Los Padres
* Another reason to extend San Tomas Aquinas trail to Los Padres



Opportunities for Public Land

Bike destination/resting point
Nourishment/refreshment for travelers
Direct link to a VTA bus hub

Extend bike trails access to a single bus
ride; encourage more bike usage

Utilize public space for secure storage of
equipment (e.g., bikes)

Encourage biking to work to hi-tech firms
from distances farther than 6-8 miles (VTA
can get you to a manageable distance)



Page 1 of 4

Moore, Janis

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com]

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM
To: 'Moore, Janis'
Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments - BAREC

comments part 3
importance: High
Attachments: Kevin-Reiily-feb-13-2006.doc; signed-petition.jpg

More follow-up....

From: Kirk Vartan (SaveBAREC) [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 2:52 PM

To: 'Gloria Sciara'

Subject: FW: BAREC follow-up. Please forward to Ian Champeny
Importance: High

Here ya go. Thanks for helping.

-Kirk

From: Kirk Vartan (SaveBAREC) [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]
Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2006 2:47 PM

To: ‘Planning@ci.santa-clara.ca.us'

Cc: 'info@savebarec.org’

Subject: BAREC follow-up. Please forward to Ian Champeny
Importance: High

Hi {an,

It was great speaking with you on Sunday at the Farmers' Market. We will actually be at the Santa Clara Farmers' Market this
Saturday (Franklin Square) and will be suspending our booth at Santana Row for a month or so while this process is going on so
that Santa Clarans can get informed more easily. I'll include a bunch on information in this email, but rather than attaching a ict of
documents, | will include links off of our web site: www.savebarec.org. All information and updates are on that site.

As | mentioned when we spoke, Linda and | met with Kevin Riley on February 13, 2006. We presented a fair amount of
information to him and left him with some documentation (attached since it is not posted on the web site). Carol McCarthy is also
fully aware of our efforts here. We believe the preservation of prime farmland in the area is something that should be on the
minds of everyone, especially city planners and councit members. This is the last piece of Prime Farmland in Santa Ciara as
shown in the Draft EIR. An unavoidable and significant impact to any housing project on this fand is the elimination of 17 acres of
Prime Farmiand in California, California's highest land designation.

There are many reasons to keep this land as an agricuttural asset to the citizens, but an argument that is really a no-brainer is
thinking about the future of the city and the community. Just think about what will happen to food prices and availability when fuel
costs reach $10/gallon or more. Most of our produce comes from places ali over the world, even in this area. Even getting food
from a place a close as Gilroy takes energy, energy that could be saved if some of that produce is grown locaily. Urban
agriculture is a proven way to help scale cities and communities in a way that helps sustain them, providing much more than food
alone, including education, open space, children’s areas, etc. Still, getting back to the "no-brainer” point, growing food locally
allows for the public to get food more easily and cost effectively. When you localize food, you provide for the community.

This is public land and should serve a public need. Housing (all types) will always be needed, no one is denying that; however,
there is plenty of land that has residential facilities on it and is already zoned for this purpose. Why is this land so needed for
housing? Could it be because it is financially desirabie? Maybe, but public assets have a higher purpose and the government
(local, state, and federal) are supposed to serve the public the best they can. Is housing in the "public's best interest?" | think
not. As | said, there are many issues besides the common sense ones | am trying to communicate. If we just take some time to
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think about the long term aspects of this (think in terms of 5, 10, 100 generations from now), the paper arguments for any housing
on prime farmland does not make sense. We need to not simply react to the current need for housing everywhere and think about
the long term implications for the future. When the Prime Farmiand is gone, it never returns.

Here are some items of interest that | would like to direct your attention to. | broke them into five sections:
Section 1:

http://www.savebarec.org/letters-to-all. htmi

This page above has many of the documents | had at the Farmers' Market. The ones | would specificaily call your attention to are
in the "Background Documents and Summaries" section of the page. | encourage you to read the letters and flyer too, but | want
to explain the items in this section:

1. EIR - Prime Farmland. This document is a compilation of pages from the Draft EIR text where Prime Farmiand is referenced,
usually talking about the destruction of it. There are a couple of sections highlighted that show some information that is really to
the point and one section that is frankly dead wrong. | want to point this one out to you specifically. It is on page 9 of my
document (page 4-7 in the Draft EIR). It states: “...it is likely that this parcel would not be economically feasible to farm because of
its proximity to urban development and the limited size of the site." They are basically stating two things here: 1. That because of
the urban density, you can't farm this land economically, and 2. That the site is too small to farm. This leads me to a document on
this page called Fairview Gardens (http://www fairviewgardens.org). | have listed the document below, but in summary, it is an
urban farm (much like BAREC) that is in the middle of serious density in southern California. It is profitable and serves to
community, thus proving the first point false. It is 12.5 acres, 30% smaller than BAREC, thus proving the second point faise and
nullifying the entire section. There is also another example right here in Santa Cruz. The Center for Agroecology and Sustainable
Food Systems (CASFS), part of UC Santa Cruz, has a 25 acre plot where they have an urban farm. The model we have for our
suggested design (hitp.//www.savebarec.org/docs/barec-land-use-option.pdf) is based on their financially stable and profit
generating model. Many designs could exist, these are just two proven, non-tax burdening examples.

2. RAW - Dieldrin Cleanup. This document is a compilation of pages from the Draft RAW text where dieldrin is mentioned and
the process for clean up is listed. There are some pretty outrageous claims, like "the truck will never enter a residential
neighborhood." That's absurd...the site is surrounded on three sides by residences. How do they expect to get the dirt out of the
property? They have to truck it off the lot, there-by going through a residential neighborhood. No where does the report talk
about non-excavating options such as phytoremediation and bioremediation, natural and organic ways to fully clean the soil.
These methods do not require removal of the soil and wili not risk public health by disturbing mass quantities of soil and typically
cost 20-80% less than excavation.

It is really unfortunate that thése two documents (the Draft EIR and the Draft RAW) are so slanted to developing the land and not
being objective. | guess this happens when the State selects the agency that creates a report for disposing of their own {and.

3. Fairview Gardens. This document is what | referred to above. It is a 100+ year old farm that had the city grow up around it. It
is very similar to what has happened in this area, and more specifically, BAREC. It is a prime example of how urban agriculture
works in an urban setting. ldeally, we should be looking at the county level and place strategic urban agriculture centers in
neighborhoods (not 17 acres, but more like .5 - 1 acre plots). These centers weould be financially self-sufficient and serve the local
communities around them.

4. Dieldrin and Cancer. This is a document thaf shows how this banned pesticide is linked to breast and reproductive organ
cancer. There are over 20 documented cases where breast cancer is within 800 feet of this property.

5. Intel Deed Restriction. This shows a site in Santa Clara (17 acres) where similar chemicals were in the soil and a deed
restriction was placed on the property so that it could not be used for any form of housing.

Section 2:

Quotes from people that are pretty telling, including the Mayor of Santa Clara. There are also some very informative quotes
describing the process and status:
http://www_.savebarec.org/docs/barec-useful-quotes.pdf

Section 3:
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Here is a web page with lots of information about BAREC from a Council Meeting where | placed BAREC on the agenda on April
26, 2005. | have the entire session captured on video and cut it up so you can look at specific items (also, the entire uncut version
is available on the site). | also extracted quotes Planning Director Goodfellow made as well as council members and the Mayor.
The quotes are linked directly to the video...word for word.

http://www.savebarec.org/index-sc-council. html

Section 4:

CALIFORNIA CODES: CIVIL CODE - SECTION 815
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov click on California Law, check Civil Code...type in 815, and click search. It is most likely this first item. it
states:

"815. The Legislature finds and declares that the preservation of

land in its natural, scenic, agricultural, historical, forested, or
open-space condition is among the most important environmental assets
of California. The Legislature further finds and declares it to be

the public policy and in the public interest of this state to

encourage the voluntary conveyance of conservation easements to
qualified nonprofit organizations.™

This is a direct quote. It is in the State's best interest to preserve this land as directed by the Civil Code. BAREC meets three if
‘not four of these conditions. If we can halt this saie by keeping the zoning "agriculture,” we can then appeal to the State to work
with a non-profit (we have identified three) to make this conservation easement happen...like Fairview Gardens has done. Again,
it is something that seems to be a no-brainer.

Section 5:

We made a presentation to County Supervisor Jim Beali on September 16, 2005. It is a very good view of the situation and what
can be done to make it better:
http;//www.savebarec.org/docs/supervisor-jim-beall-sept-16-2005. pdf

| know this is a lot of information and you all have your hands full with 1,500+ pages of Draft EIR and Draft RAW, but we all need
to make sure we understand all the forces here, because once the Prime Farmland is gone, it is gone forever. | hope the 45 days
is enough time for you to review the entire 1,000+ page Draft EIR and the 30 days is enough time to review the entire 400+ page
Draft RAW. | think it is crazy to have both circulating at the same time. it distracts everycne. There is too much to read and
digest. To expect the pubiic to read all these pages and sections in 45 (or fess) days is just insane. i don't know how your office
is doing it and stil! able to do your normal work load. | think it would be good to get an extension so we have more time to do
thorough reading of it. '

The last thing | will leave you with is something that | heard from the City Council when the Binding Arbitration agenda item came
up this past Tuesday. They are delaying their decision on doing something because they want to get community involverment in
something important. They want feedback and to educate the public. This is very encouraging. | would suggest the same
diligence be done here...even though the City wants part of the land for itself. This is a far reaching project and the citizens
deserve to know what is going on. | have attached a copy of the petition we are having people sign to show how our grass roots
effort has broad community support. We have around 4,000 signatures to date. I'd be happy to share this all with you. We are
not talking just the neighbors...we are taiking all over the city and even the state. | am suggesting that the City really go out and
poll the people to learn what they want, because once the zoning changes, there is no going back. Why rush this? We have
spoken to the citizens and the vast majority are not in favor of the proposed housing projects. Just ask them, please.

Thank you for your time. if you ever want to meet or have us come down and present to the City Staff of to other officials, we will
do so at anytime. We really want our information to be shared by everyone. Unlike the private SummerHili meetings that take
place, we want to encourage open communication with everyone. We'd gladly have a debate with SummerHill, Charities Housing,
the City and others on the merits of the project and the value of the and in different uses. We believe 100% that our direction,
while it is not necessarily the easy one, it is the right one...and we will speak with anyone and anytime to share our views and
discuss the options. Please feel free to call me anytime.

Cheers,
-Kirk

kirk@savebarec.crg
www.savebarec.org
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Agenda for Kevin Reilly and SaveBAREC.org (Kirk VVartan, kirk@savebarec.org;
Linda Perrine, linda@savebarec.org)

Goals/Vision
o Overview of SaveBAREC and Friend of BAREC
o Sustainable living vision
e How urban agriculture delivers sustainable living for a community
o Elevate BAREC to a pedestal...stand behind it and show how it leads the way
to the future...look at the attached LA article
Be the “Center of Excellence” for how urban communities can live sustainably
Based on UC Santa Cruz's Center for Agroecology and Sustainable Food
Systems (CASFS) proven, financially stable, educational, non-profit model
Non-tax burden to the citizens
Integration with K-12 and universities
Centrally located to many schools and easy to get to
Already in a area that is a destination
Community education center for urban food production and non-toxic
landscaping techniques for home gardeners and professionals (the
community) ,
All year round organic produce sold locally and at Farmers’ Markets
Solves the lack of open space in Santa Clara county District 4
Capture all the history
First step in the Santa Clara Valley economic relocalization of food and
resources in response to imminent peak in world oil and natural gas supplies.
o Rapid escalating food prices will naturally occur due to our
dependency on cheap energy to grow and transport food
o Much more planning for Peak Oil needs to occur and soon

Action plan
» ViVA offer to purchase land at agricultural zoned price ($10K — $20K/acre)

o hitp://'www.savebarec.org/docs/viva-barec-purchase-offer-june-29-
2005.pdf
e GCRCD's letter to the State of California requesting to take control of the land
o http://www.savebarec.org/docs/gcrcd-letter-2005.pdf
¢ ViVA (or other non-profit) to run operation/facility
o California Civil Code, Section 815 —- see attached
¢ Quotes from Mayor Mahan (April 26, 2005 meeting and January 29,2006 SJ
Merc. Newspaper article) and Council Member Caserta (April 26, 2005
meeting) - see attached
e The city can stop this sale. Then we can look at how the land can be used
effectively in this city
o Over 3,500 signatures from people all over support this vision
o Key: Not state, county, city, nor university run...community based non-profit

February 13, 2006 wWww.savebarec.org Page 10of4




Agenda for Kevin Reilly and SaveBAREC.org (Kirk Vartan, kirk@savebarec.org;
Linda Perrine, linda@savebarec.org)

Opportunity for SJ and SC to collaborate:
o The bus hub and parking structure can be used for access to the site
o An organic restaurant could be placed on the top of the Valley Fair
parking structure overlooking the farm, where the food came from, as
well as the mountains ’

o A walking bridge can be constructed from the parking structure to the
property (over Winchester), eliminating any potential traffic hazards,
pedestrian accidents, and traffic concerns.

Other things that need to happen regardless:
e Soil clean up

o General plan amendment
o [Examination of neighbors’ ilinesses
o Plan for addressing Peak Oil & Natural Gas for this region and its cities

February 13, 2006 www.savebarec.org Page 2 of 4




Agenda for Kevin Reilly and SaveBAREC.org (Kirk Vartan, kirk@savebarec.org;
Linda Perrine, linda@savebarec.org)

Quotes relevant to discussion. More compete set at:
http://www.savebarec.org/docs/barec-useful-quotes.pdf

"If the county will step forward and say we will join with the City of Santa Clara
and purchase some of that [land] or if the City of San Jose wanted to contribute,
it would be marvelous. To have 17 acres reserved as open space would be
magnificent. | do not know that anyone of us sitting here today would argue that
fact.”
Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, October 21, 2004 on Comcast
TV's "Environmental Concerns”

"We can't withhold zoning arbitrarily, unless you want to subject this City to a
lawsuit that will bankrupt it...and, it's just not going to happen, and I'm sorry to
say, that's just the reality of it."
Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, April 26, 2005 at the Santa
Clara City Council Meeting

"We have to be reasonable in allowing rezoning; we can't withhold entitlements
unreasonably, especially when we can't offer a good alternative."
Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, as quoted in The Valley
section of The San José Mercury News, January 29, 2006

"I know there's a park; I'd like to see it be a little bit bigger. But, | think that
neighborhood needs a park."
"On that Safeway across the street...l heard the lease on that Longs, um, when
that comes up, they are going to make that a Super Safeway."
Santa Clara Council Member Kevin Moore, April 26, 2005 at the Santa
Clara City Council Meeting
> Note: 2006 — Longs just renewed their lease.

CALIFORNIA CODES, CIVIL CODE
SECTION 815

"815. The Legislature finds and declares that the preservation of

land in its natural, scenic, agricultural, historical, forested, or
open-space condition is among the most important environmental assets
of California. The Legislature further finds and declares it to be

the public policy and in the public interest of this state to

encourage the voluntary conveyance of conservation easements to
qualified nonprofit organizations."

February 13, 2006 www.savebarec.org Page 3 of 4



Agenda for Kevin Reilly and SaveBAREC.org (Kirk Vartan, kirk@savebarec.org;
Linda Perrine, linda@savebarec.org)
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February 13, 2006

The State of California has sold six acres of their surplus 17-scre parcel referred to as the Bay Area
Research and Extension Center (BAREC), at 90 North Winchester Blvd., to the Cit af Santa Clara

gency’s 9 Wi 26
affordable senior housing project on this site, with @ portion of these funds allocatad for land
purchase and the remainder to be allocated to a partnership with two non-profit arganizations for the
proposed construction of the affordable senior housing, The two non-profits are Charities Housing and
the Santa Clara Methodist Retirement Foundation.

The City and State staffs began land purchase discussions in 2002, and were trying to complete the
negatiations in 2004 when a budget trailer bill impacted the State’s ability to sell the land for fess than
fair market value, essentially halting the negotiations for this affordable senior housing project, The
project would not have been feasible if the property had to be purchased at market value. The
provisions of the budget trailer bill that were placed into effect in 2004 expired as of June 30, 2005,
and the purchase by the Agency was cornpleted with the support and assistance of Senator Elaine
Alquist (see below). The State has entered into an agreement to sell ten acras of the praject site to a
housing developer for single-family home 4 one-acre park is propesed for the remainder of the
site.

Special thanks to Senator Alquist, who helped ensure that the sale would take place by introducing
Senatm Bill 472 in February 2005, to require the State to honor its long-standing practice of selling
surplus state land to local gavermmments at below market value for the public good. In addition tn
introducing SB 472, Senator Alquist pravided assistance and facilitation that led to tha signing of the
purchase agreement.

a0 M. Winchester (BAREC) January 31, 2006 Update

The City of Santa Clata Redevelopment Agency has entered inta an agresment to purchase six acres
of the State of California's surplus 17-scre parcel located at 30 N, Winchester {formerly the Bay Area

City, just north of the retail properties on Stevens Creek Blvd,, and immediately wesk of Winchester
Bivd,

The City’s Redevelopment Agency Affordable Housing Fund is utifizing $20 million of its AfrnrdaN
Housing Fund to purchase the six acres at a below-market rate, and to help pay far construction of a
proposed affordable housing project for seniors. The affordable senior housing project would be built
under a partnership with two non-profit organizations: Charities Housing and the Santa Ciara
Methadist Foundation. Of the rematning eleven acres, one acre is praposed for a public park and ten
seres are proposed for the construction of singie-family residential housing by a developer,

Backaround

www . savebarec.org Page 4 of 4




Save BAREC (Bay Area Research and Extension Center) Petition
"I suppor® keeping BAREC in Santa Clara (formerly the UC Agriculrtural Research Extension Center at 90
Morth Winchester Blvd., Santa Clara. CA) in 100% (one nundred percent) agricultural ppen space and
kept zoned as agriculture, keeping its historical buildings in the same location.”
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Moore, Janis

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com]

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM

To: ‘Moore, Janis'

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H08-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments -
BAREC comments part 1

Importance: High

Attachments: Untitled Attachment; sc-draft-eir-letter-apr-24-2006.doc

Untitled Attachmentc-draft-eir-letter-apr
24-200...




rage 1 ot /

Moore, Janis

| am sending you additional comments | made into the BAREC Draft EIR as there were many problems with it. Please include
them in this EIR and comment on the points made.

Thank you and please respond via email that all the information has been received.

Kirk Vartan
598 N Henry Ave
San Jose, CA 95117

From: Kirk Vartan (kvartan)

Sent: Monday, April 24, 2006 4:50 PM

To: 'Gloria Sciara'

Cc: 'info@savebarec.org'

Subject: BAREC (Santa Clara Gardens) Draft EIR comments
Importance: High

Gloria Sciara

Project Manager

City of Santa Clara
Planning Division

1500 Civic Center Drive
Santa Clara, CA 95050

RE: BAREC (proposed Santa Clara Gardens) Draft EIR comments
Dear Ms. Sciara,

I am writing this letter to express my deep concern for the quality and integrity of the current Draft EIR that
has been created by EDAW. It is clear to me that they are under the direction of the State agencies and
have not provided a complete and well rounded view on the conditions and impacts for a project of this sort.
The most disturbing things | have seen in this document is the clear lack of alternative solutions, other than
the development proposed by the City of Santa Clara and SummerHill Homes. An Environmental Impact
Report is supposed to provide an objective view of the current conditions as well as any and ALL impacts
and alternatives to the land at hand. Also, the title the developer picked for this project is a joke and
insulting: Santa Clara Gardens. And what “gardens” are they exactly referring to? Oh, | know, the gardens
that are going to be destroyed will be remembers by the name or it is trying to deceive the public into
thinking that a garden type development will occur. By turning a 17 acre piece of public agriculture land in to
one acre public park is laughable. The City of Santa Clara should not even allow a name as deceiving as
Santa Clara Garden be used in a non-garden proposal. It is deceptive and downright wrong. People who
know nothing about the project will think that a garden is being created when it is the polar opposite.

There are so many issues with the report, that | will simply start in and talk about the first and most obvious
one: destruction of prime farmland. The Draft EIR makes many references to the fact that this land is Prime
Farmland. Specifically, page 4-6, states: “Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis the entire site
is considered Prime Farmland.” Based on this statement and the ones that lead up to it, the entire 17
acre plot of land is Prime Farmland, the highest designation for farmland based on what the California
Department of Conservation (CDC) defines in the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). Of
the four types of farmland (Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and
Farmland of Local Importance (CDC 2001), Prime Farmland is the most desirable for farming. These
designations are based on “a particular set of criteria related primarily to soil type and the availability of
water” (page 4-5 in the Draft EIR). The BAREC 17 acres is classified as Prime Farmiand. To be clear,
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Prime Farmland is defined on page 4-5:

Prime Farmland is defined by CDC as “the best combination of physical and chemical features to sustain
long-term agricultural production. This land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply
needed to produce sustained high yields” (CDC 2001).

In section 7.3 on page 7-5, the section No Project Alternative — Current Zoning makes a number of claims
that are not only misleading, they are simply false. For example, it states:

Further, because the site is completely surrounded by urban development, the establishment of a ranch or
dairy would be unlikely because of conflicting adjacent land uses, and would require additional approvals
from the City. Therefore, this alternative assumes that the site would be developed with active farming,
nursery, and greenhouse uses. It is likely that new structures would be constructed under this alternative to
support proposed uses, and that heavy equipment (e.g., tractors, plows, forklifts) would be used as part of
site operations. In the event the State sought to develop the site with other uses, the State would first be
required to comply with CEQA for any new proposal. Because the project site would not be sold to private
developers, funding would not be available for the clean up of contaminated soils on the site.

These statements are just plain silly. It is stating that since it is not being used for this particular private
development, that all the existing problems of soil clean-up could not be funded and the site would remain
contaminated. Further, it is stating that any type of farming is unlikely. What is this based on? What data
have you gathered as to who or what entities could utilize this land as an active public farm? | know the
SaveBAREC grass roots organization has approached at least three different non-profit organizations that
would do just this...turn it into a working farm. This also includes the citizens of Santa Clara. So why would
you think the City of Santa Clara would not want to make this into a working farm if that is what the citizens
wanted...and something that would not cost the City millions of dollars. Why would you make these
claims? They are simply ignorant.

In section 7.3.1 — Environmental Analysis, subsection Land Use (still under a No Project Alternative), it
states:

This alternative would eliminate the project’s significant and unavoidable prime farmland impact as the
project site would continue to be used for agriculturai operations.

Meaning, that non proceeding with the proposed project and going with an agriculturally based one allows
for the perseveration of one of California’s most valuable resources: Prime Farmiand.

In Section 6, Other CEQA-Mandated Sections, sub-Section 6.1, many “Significant Unavoidable Impacts”
exist. The one that cannot be hidden in rhetoric or the thousands of pages is this simple fact listed on page
6-1:

" “Impact 4.1.2: Conversion of Farmland to Non-Agricultural Use. The project would involve development
of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance with residential land uses. Conversion of
farmiand to urban uses would be a significant impact.

No feasible mitigation is available to mitigate the loss of prime farmland or the conversion of farmland to
non-agricultural uses.”

Again, to be clear, while this statement tries to minimize the significance of this UNAVOIDABLE AND
UNMITIGATABLE IMPACT by saying that there are two kinds of land, this same document already stated in
two sections earlier (page 4-6) that the entire plot of land is Prime Farmland. So, what this impact means is
that 17 acres of Prime Farmland will be destroyed, never to return. Period. No maybes or it could be found
somewhere else; it says “No feasible mitigation is available to mitigate the loss of prime farmland or the
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.” Meaning, once it is gone, it is gone forever. This is
something that our future generations will notice. Think a bit further than the next 5-10 years or 5-10 political
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elections... .think about the next 5-10 generations or 50 generations. Will generic housing on Prime
Farmland be the biggest concern or will the actual Prime Farmland be needed? We all know this discussion
has gone on for a few years now, but let's not rush things. Sure, three years may seem like a lot, but not in
terms of 300 years or more. Our country is only 200 years in terms of what we have done with it. We are
seeing all kinds of problems with the way we develop land and communities. Why not take a bit more time
and invest some energy into exploring ALL the alternatives. The purpose for public land is to serve the
public. Have you examined all the alternatives as to how the public can best benefit from this land? Have
you looked more than 5-10 years out? If so, what conclusions have you drawn? What rational and
justification have you provided that shows that housing on this last piece of Prime Farmland in Santa Clara
is better for the long term growth of the community? If you do not have this data, why not? You owe it to the
pubic to do this kind of due diligence in making a permanent decision such as this. Look at home much
effort you are putting into the Police and Fire Fighter's Binding Arbitration decision. That is a Charter
Change and deserves a lot of attention. However, in reality, Charters can be amended time and time again.
If you change the zoning of this land and allow for ANY form of housing on this land that is residential in
nature (i.e., senior housing and private developer housing), you will be making a decision that can NEVER
be changed. The decision is final. Don’t you think that deserves more careful thought and exploration. Why
rush it? SO what if it take another six months or a year, in the big picture, that is almost unnoticeable...
except to the private developers that want to make $50M+ on the housing deal. And don't use the excuse of
needing the tax revenue, because we have heard “The City [Santa Clara] loses money with housing as it is
costly to maintain it” directly from the Santa Clara Director of Planning, Geoffrey Goodfellow, at the
Neighborhood Outreach Meeting on January 15, 2003. This was further confirmed by Terry Trumbull on the
October 21, 2004 Comcast TV show "Environmental Concerns,” where Mayor Mahan was also present,
when he stated: "Housing is a dead bang looser for income. In the United States we have gone from 5th to
48th in the most efficient use of our tax money. We have the highest unemployment in this country. The
average person in Santa Clara Valley travels 35 miles one way to work each day.”

Further, | suggest you change the General Plan to be inline with the current zoning of Agriculture and make
the General Plan show that this land is to be designated for agriculture.

Continuing on with Section 6 under Cumulative Impacts — Agriculture Resources (page 6-3), it states:

The project would develop approximately 17 acres of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide
Importance for which there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level. This would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.

in section §.2, the report also states:

The project would convert approximately 17 acres of prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance
to urban uses. No other farmland resources are located within the City of Santa Clara and the City has no
adopted policies that protect or preserve farmland resources.

Again, showing that once the land is gone, there is NO WAY TO REGAIN IT. And just because the city
does not have an current policies to “protect or preserve farmland resources” doesn’t mean it shouldn't or it
won't in the future.

In section 5.2, under the Cumulative Impact Analysis, the section entitled Land Use and Agricultural
Resources states something that is frankly laughable and written by someone that is clearly not from the
area. |t states:

Development of the project would not substantially change the development intensity of the area or
overall land use patterns.

The housing proposed increased the density 2-5 times. To say there is no change is insulting. How you
came up with this information is a joke. Have you actually looked at the area? | have included a document
that you can refer to that shows all the direct surrounding houses and the vast majority of them are single
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story homes. Most of the four homes that are not one story, all but one are above garage add-ons. You are
really suggesting that 37 foot 2 %2 story houses are roughly equivalent to the surrounding neighborhood?
Come on, just walk around and get your nose out the legal texts and just look. The structures being

suggested in this project are not even in the same balipark. Stop kidding yourselves and stop trying to
deceive the public.

| also looked at the traffic measures and you mention that the Stevens Creek Blvd/Winchester Blvd.
intersection would not have any significant traffic or poliution impact. That is just a complete lie. Ask
anyone that even tries to maneuver that area during any holiday or semi-holiday and you will see any
additional density in housing will just exacerbate the problem. The traffic analysis you performed...the three
days in August even before ali the schoois opened is just not acceptable to measure traffic impact in this
area. You can't just take three days in a row and extrapolate the data for an entire year. Even adding the
prior traffic analysis (that was done the exact same way), you and not getting a realistic picture of what takes
place ALL YEAR ROUND. Stop hiding behind the technical minimums that need to be done to rush a
project through (yes rush).

The next section | want to bring you attention to is the one under Impact Analysis. The claims made in
Impact 4.1-2 on page 4-7 is so far off base, so incorrect, and so ignorant that the entire Draft EIR should be
redone by another agency. It clearly shows that EDAW does not have the capacity to comprehend what
Prime Farmland is and how it can be effectively used in an agricultural way. The purpose for EDAW's report
and the Draft EIR in general is to capture all the facts about the land and to outline all possible alternatives
that that land can be used for. Since the State owns the land and the State’s consultants contracted with
EDAW, it is clear that EDAW cannot do an objective job. This entire Draft EIR is slanted with the idea of
housing development. It is not EDAW's job to determine the best use of the land...it is their job to outline all
facets of the proposed project and then do a COMPLETE analysis on the alternatives. This section clearly
shows they are not objective and cannot perform this job. Again, the only democratic and ethical thing to do
is to contract with another group to perform an EIR. The fact that this is now needed should NOT persuade
you from requiring it. 1t is not the City of Santa Clara's responsibility that the State’s consultants contracted
with someone not capable of doing a thorough job. Further, since tax payers are footing the bill that EDAW
's obviously giving the State, how much has been spent to date? When this question was asked on the
October 3, 2005 Scoping meeting, the City Staff and the EDAW consultants thought is was a big joke and no
>ne knew, but one person stated that “they never saw an EIR go for less than $1 Million.” Well, here we are
yver seven months later and over 1,000 pages later, so | ask again, how much has been spent on the EIR to
late? How much is budgeted for this? What are the parameters for delivering a quality document? What if
he consultant (i.e., EDAW) does not deliver? What are the consequences? Who is responsible and who is
iccountable for this? What is the timeline they were give to do this job and how much has been

:ompleted? Are they over budget or under budget? Where is the money coming from to pay for it?

\nyway, on to the single item | was referring to that shows the level of competence (or lack there of) that
:DAW has with this type of property. On page 4-7, Impact 4.1-2, it states:

Conversion of Farmland to Non-Agricultural Use. The project would involve development of Prime
Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance with residential land uses. Conversion of farmland
to urban uses would be a significant impact.

The CDC classifies the site as Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance. Remnants of fruit
orchards are found on the site. No other important Farmlands or agricultural lands are located in the
project vicinity and the city has no adopted policies for protection of farmland resources. Agricultural
operations at the site ceased in January 2003. Although the project site is not in active agricultural
production, the project site is still considered to be a farmland resource because of the presence of
suitable soils; however, it likely that this parcel would not be economically feasible to farm because of its
proximity to urban development and the limited size of the site.

vant to point out the fact that it states: “Although the project site is not in active agricultural production, the
oject site is still considered to be a farmland resource because of the presence of suitable soils.” Again,
is continues to confirm that this is classified as Prime Farmiand.
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Now onto the second half of that statement that shows the lack of research (they never talked to ANYONE
at the SaveBAREC group nor any other urban farmer) and lack of understanding on how a community can
itilize agriculture. They state: “...however, it likely that this parcel would not be economically feasible to

arm because of its proximity to urban development and the limited size of the site.” Let me break this into

wo parts. First, it is saying that a farm is not feasible in an urban developed area, and second that the site
s too small for anything significant.

I'he first part talks about the fact that you can’t have a farm in an urban environment. There are many
obvious examples of this, ranging from Community Supported Agriculture (CSAs) plots all over the county
including areas in NYC that are measured in 1,000s of square feet, to the more reievant examples of what
JS Santa Cruz has done with their Center for Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems (CASFS)
http://izzyx.ucsc.edu/casfs/index.htmi). 1 have included an example of this as the SaveBAREC group used
his as a model for how an urban farm could sustain itself, not costing the City anything and helping to
rovide for a sustainable fiving community. However, an even more relevant example that parallels BAREC
ven more is a place called Fairview Gardens in southern California (http://www fairviewgardens.org). This
s a non-profit run urban farm very similar to what has happened with BAREC, It was once surrounded by

rchards and farmland in the 1950s, and it is now in the middle of a dense urban society. Just take a look at
he images below from their website:

:ven the shape paralleis BAREC. | believe | have made my point about the viability of having an urban
arm.

'econd, the report says the land is too small. The above mentioned Fairview Gardens has been operating

r over 100 years and is 12.5 acres, 30% smaller than the BAREC property. Just think about how much
iore BAREC can do for the community.

herefore, the rational for not taking this piece of land seriously for farming is absurd. It shows a complete
ck of understanding about sustainability and community growth. Is it EDAW's job to make these claims? |
ould say only with facts to back them up. | have shown you two examples that show how an urban farm
istains itself and contributes on multiple levels to the community (e.g., localizing food production, a place

r training and guidance, children’s learning, visitor's center, apprentice learning, integration with K-12,
‘ality of life, etc.). The potential is limitless and only grows as the community gets involved.

section 4.1.3, Mitigation Measures, it states:

“Based on the above evidence, this Draft EIR has determined that no feasible measures are available to
mitigate the loss of prime farmiand or the conversion of farmland to non-agricuitural uses.”

a2re is no way to make up for the fact that you would be allowing the destruction of 17 acres of PUBLIC
me Farmland.

1in, on page 2-9, it states:

“Loss of Land for Agriculture
The project would develop approximately 17 acres of designated Prime Farmland and Farmland of
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Statewide Importance for which there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact to a less-
than-significant level. This would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.”

here is no way to develop this land into housing and preserve the 17 acres of Prime Farmland. It just can’t
appen. Do not change the zoning.

Vhat about the want of the Santa Clara citizens for a senior housing facility where Martin’s Bar is? If you
ut all your money into this development (which no one but the developers want), the community that wants
‘senior housing facility in their neighborhood (a area friendly to seniors) would be denied.

hink for a minute about a senior trying to cross the 6-7 lanes of Winchester Blvd with a cane or a walker.
Vhat about crossing 8-10 lanes of Stevens Creeks Bivd? Do you think this is a safe thing to do? What
bout the recent (mid-April 2006) car crash right through the intersection of Forest Ave, right where the

enior center is proposed? The car when through the intersection, jumped the curb, took out the bushes,
nd destroyed the fence. How safe is that?

here are many alternatives to this development. Do not let the State scare you in the a lawsuit as

videnced by Mayor Mahan stating on April 26, 2005 (see http://www.savebarec.org/index-sc-council.htm|
or a video these exact words):

“The reality is, the property is going to be developed... and there’s nothing we can do to stop it.
We can't withhold zoning arbitrarily, unless you want to subject this City to a lawsuit that will
bankrupt it...and, it's just not going to happen, and I'm sorry to say, that's just the reality of it.”

Vhy would the City get sued? Jeff Crone, Senior Real Estate Officer, California State Dept. of General
ervices, stated "The State has never challenged a city on a zoning issue." As Dan Potash stated at the
pril 13, 2006 DTSC meeting as again during April 18, 2006 Parks and Recreation Commission: “The City of

anta Clara has the final land use authority.” He said it is up to the City of Santa Clara if they want housing
1ere. He said this publicly and it is on record.

will conclude my statements by saying we have over 4,000 signatures on a petition from people all over the
ty, county, state, and county. The petition simply states:

Save BAREC (Bay Area Research and Extension Center) Petition

"I support keeping BAREC in Santa Clara (formerly the UC Agricultural Research Extension
Center at 90 North Winchester Blvd., Santa Clara, CA) in 100% (one hundred percent)

agricultural open space and kept zoned as agriculture, keeping its historical buildings in the
same location."

is is not something that is localized to a neighborhood or a block. It has state, national, and global

yport. Show leadership in how to grow communities long term. Show how to begin to balance the need

ot just open space, but productive open space. Imagine a beautifully landscaped garden, that produces

d, serves the public, and COST THE CITY NOTHING!!!! In fact, it actually generates money in terms of
revenues for the City and the State. There are already non-profits that have offered to purchase this

1, but the State is not will to discuss any alternatives until this deal goes away. | know the City see an
ortunity to purchase some land at a discount, but don't let short term needs influence the long term

ons and goals for a City. You have an opportunity to show significant leadership as a large City that

ws how to balance land use and sustain a community. It can be the Center of Excellence for how urban
culture is done around your city and in other cities. The people want this. It is your duty to listen to

1. Go talk to the citizens about this. Hold more meetings. DO NOT RUSH THIS DECISION, FOR

*E YOU MAKE IT FOR A PRIVATE USE AND HOUSING, YOU CAN NEVER GO BACK. HOWEVER,
OU KEEP THE ZONING AS IT IS, CHANGE THE GENERAL PLAN TO REFLECT AN AGRICULTURE
, YOU CAN ALWAYS CHANGE YOUR MIND IN THE FUTURE SHOULD THE PEOPLE WANT
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1OUSING THERE. KEEPlNG IT AS AN AGRICULTURE ASSET FOR NOW IS THE SAFEST THING YOU
AN DO FOR THE FUTURE OF THE CITY AND THE COMMUNITY.

have included some web sites and attachments for you to review. | will send the attachments under a
separate in case they are too big.

nstead of copying all of the SaveBAREC.org information into an email, please refer to the following website
o gather additional information: http://www.savebarec.org. Itis very complete and very thorough on how
he land can be used for successful urban agriculture. Again, this is just ONE of many financially stable and
self-sufficient options available for this land.

lhank you for your time and consideration. | am available to talk with anyone and present the ailternatives
vith you at any time.

Kirk Vartan
598 N Henry Ave.
San Jose, CA 95117

>.5. | commented on the DTSC's effort in this process and | think it is problematic at best.

'would also like to know how the City of Santa Clara has incorporated the following guidelines on
=nvironmental Justice. Please see the following: |

As of 2001, a general plan must include guidelines on Environmental Justice. Under this general plan
juidelines, in chapter 2, sustainable development and environmental justice (page 20). Sustainable
jevelopment and goals include to "conserve prime agricultural land".

ttp://www.opr.ca.gov/planning/PDFs/General Plan Guidelines 2003.pdf
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Gloria Sciara

Project Manager

City of Santa Clara
Planning Division

1500 Civic Center Drive
Santa Clara, CA 95050

RE: BAREC (proposed Santa Clara Gardens) Draft EIR comments
Dear Ms. Sciara,

| am writing this letter to express my deep concern for the quality and integrity of
the current Draft EIR that has been created by EDAW. lt is clear to me that they
are under the direction of the State agencies and have not provided a complete
and well rounded view on the conditions and impacts for a project of this sort.
The most disturbing things | have seen in this document is the clear lack of
alternative solutions, other than the development proposed by the City of Santa
Clara and SummerHill Homes. An Environmental impact Report is supposed to
provide an objective view of the current conditions as well as any and ALL
impacts and alternatives to the land at hand. Also, the title the developer picked
for this project is a joke and insulting: Santa Clara Gardens. And what “gardens”
are they exactly referring to? Oh, | know, the gardens that are going to be
destroyed will be remembers by the name or it is trying to deceive the public into
thinking that a garden type development will occur. By turning a 17 acre piece of
public agriculture land in to one acre public park is laughable. The City of Santa
Clara should not even allow a name as deceiving as Santa Clara Garden be
used in a non-garden proposal. It is deceptive and downright wrong. People
who know nothing about the project will think that a garden is being created when
. itis the polar opposite.

There are so many issues with the report, that | will simply start in and talk about
the first and most obvious one: destruction of prime farmland. The Draft EIR
makes many references to the fact that this land is Prime Farmland.
Specifically, page 4-6, states: “Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis
the entire site is considered Prime Farmland.” Based on this statement and
the ones that lead up to it, the entire 17 acre plot of land is Prime Farmland, the
highest designation for farmiand based on what the California Department of
Conservation (CDC) defines in the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP). Of the four types of farmland (Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance (CDC 2001),
Prime Farmiand is the most desirable for farming. These designations are based
on “a particular set of criteria related primarily to soil type and the availability of
water” (page 4-5 in the Draft EIR). The BAREC 17 acres is classified as Prime
Farmland. To be clear, Prime Farmiand is defined on page 4-5:

Prime Farmland is defined by CDC as ““the best combination of physical and
chemical features to sustain long-term agricultural production. This land has the



soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high
yields” (CDC 2001).

In section 7.3 on page 7-5, the section No Project Alternative — Current Zoning
makes a number of claims that are not only misleading, they are simply false.
For example, it states:

Further, because the site is completely surrounded by urban development, the
establishment of a ranch or dairy would be unlikely because of conflicting adjacent
land uses, and would require additional approvals from the City. Therefore, this
alternative assumes that the site would be developed with active farming, nursery, and
greenhouse uses. It is likely that new structures would be constructed under this
alternative to support proposed uses, and that heavy equipment (e.g., tractors, plows,
forklifts) would be used as part of site operations. In the event the State sought to
develop the site with other uses, the State would first be required to comply with
CEQA for any new proposal. Because the project site would not be sold to private
developers, funding would not be available for the clean up of contaminated soils on
the site.

These statements are just plain silly. It is stating that since it is not being used
for this particular private development, that all the existing problems of soil clean-
up could not be funded and the site would remain contaminated. Further, it is
stating that any type of farming is uniikely. What is this based on? What data
have you gathered as to who or what entities could utilize this land as an active
public farm? | know the SaveBAREC grass roots organization has approached
at least three different non-profit organizations that would do just this...turn it into
a working farm. This also includes the citizens of Santa Clara. So why would
you think the City of Santa Clara would not want to make this into a working farm
if that is what the citizens wanted...and something that would not cost the City
millions of dollars. Why would you make these claims? They are simply
ignorant.

in section 7.3.1 — Environmental Analysis, subsection Land Use (stili uinder a No
Project Alternative), it states:

This alternative would eliminate the project’s significant and unavoidable prime
farmland impact as the project site would continue to be used for agricultural
operations.

Meaning, that non proceeding with the proposed project and going with an
agriculturally based one allows for the perseveration of one of California’s most
valuable resources: Prime Farmland.

In Section 6, Other CEQA-Mandated Sections, sub-Section 6.1, many
“Significant Unavoidable Impacts” exist. The one that cannot be hidden in
rhetoric or the thousands of pages is this simple fact listed on page 6-1:



“Impact 4.1.2: Conversion of Farmland to Non-Agricultural Use, The
project would involve development of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide
Importance with residential land uses. Conversion of farmland to urban uses would
be a significant impact.

No feasible mitigation is available to mitigate the loss of prime farmland or the
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.”

Again, to be clear, while this statement tries to minimize the significance of this
UNAVOIDABLE AND UNMITIGATABLE IMPACT by saying that there are two
kinds of land, this same document already stated in two sections earlier (page 4-
6) that the entire plot of land is Prime Farmland. So, what this impact means is
that 17 acres of Prime Farmland will be destroyed, never to return. Period. No
maybes or it could be found somewhere eise; it says “No feasible mitigation is
available to mitigate the loss of prime farmland or the conversion of farmland to
non-agricultural uses.” Meaning, once it is gone, it is gone forever. This is
something that our future generations will notice. Think a bit further than the next
5-10 years or 5-10 political elections....think about the next 5-10 generations or
50 generations. Will generic housing on Prime Farmland be the biggest concern
or will the actual Prime Farmland be needed? We all know this discussion has
gone on for a few years now, but let's not rush things. Sure, three years may
seem like a lot, but not in terms of 300 years or more. Our country is only 200
years in terms of what we have done with it. We are seeing all kinds of problems
with the way we develop land and communities. Why not take a bit more time
and invest some energy into exploring ALL the alternatives. The purpose for
public land is to serve the public. Have you examined all the alternatives as to
how the public can best benefit from this land? Have you looked more than 5-10
years out? If so, what conclusions have you drawn? What rational and
justification have you provided that shows that housing on this last piece of Prime
Farmland in Santa Clara is better for the iong term growth of the community? If
you do not have this data, why not? You owe it to the pubic to do this kind of due
diligence in making a permanent decision such as this. Look at home much
effort you are putting into the Police and Fire Fighter's Binding Arbitration
decision. That is a Charter Change and deserves a lot of attention. However, in
reality, Charters can be amended time and time again. If you change the zoning
of this land and allow for ANY form of housing on this land that is residential in
nature (i.e., senior housing and private developer housing), you will be making a
decision that can NEVER be changed. The decision is final. Don’t you think that
deserves more careful thought and exploration. Why rush it? SO what if it take
another six months or a year, in the big picture, that is almost
unnoticeable...except to the private developers that want to make $50M+ on the
housing deal. And don't use the excuse of needing the tax revenue, because we
have heard “The City [Santa Clara] loses money with housing as it is costly to
maintain it" directly from the Santa Clara Director of Planning, Geoffrey
Goodfellow, at the Neighborhood Outreach Meeting on January 15, 2003. This
was further confirmed by Terry Trumbull on the October 21, 2004 Comcast TV
show "Environmental Concerns,” where Mayor Mahan was also present, when



he stated: "Housing is a dead bang looser for income. In the United States we
have gone from 5th to 48th in the most efficient use of our tax money. We have
the highest unemployment in this country. The average person in Santa Clara
Valley travels 35 miles one way to work each day.”

Further, | suggest you change the General Plan to be inline with the current
zoning of Agriculture and make the General Plan show that this land is to be
designated for agriculture.

Continuing on with Section 6 under Cumulative Impacts — Agriculture Resources
(page 6-3), it states:

The project would develop approximately 17 acres of Prime Farmland and Farmland
of Statewide Importance for which there are no feasible mitigation measures to
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. This would be a significant and
unavoidable cumulative impact.

In section 5.2, the report also states:

The project would convert approximately 17 acres of prime farmland and farmland of
statewide importance to urban uses. No other farmland resources are located within
the City of Santa Clara and the City has no adopted policies that protect or preserve
farmland resources.

Again, showing that once the land is gone, there is NO WAY TO REGAIN IT.
And just because the city does not have an current policies to “protect or
preserve farmland resources” doesn’'t mean it shouldn’t or it won't in the future.

In section 5.2, under the Cumulative Impact Analysis, the section entitled Land
Use and Agricultural Resources states something that is frankly laughable and
written by someone that is clearly not from the area. It states:

Development of the project would not substantially change the development
intensity of the area or overall land use patterns.

The housing proposed increased the density 2-5 times. To say there is no
change is insulting. How you came up with this information is a joke. Have you
actually looked at the area? | have included a document that you can refer to
that shows all the direct surrounding houses and the vast majority of them are
single story homes. Most of the four homes that are not one story, all but one
are above garage add-ons. You are really suggesting that 37 foot 2 %z story
houses are roughly equivalent to the surrounding neighborhood? Come on, just
walk around and get your nose out the legal texts and just look. The structures
being suggested in this project are not even in the same ballpark. Stop kidding
yourselves and stop trying to deceive the public.



| also looked at the traffic measures and you mention that the Stevens Creek
Bivd/Winchester Blvd. intersection would not have any significant traffic or
pollution impact. That is just a complete lie. Ask anyone that even tries to
maneuver that area during any holiday or semi-holiday and you will see any
additional density in housing will just exacerbate the problem. The traffic
analysis you performed...the three days in August even before all the schools
opened is just not acceptable to measure traffic impact in this area. You can't
just take three days in a row and extrapolate the data for an entire year. Even
adding the prior traffic analysis (that was done the exact same way), you and not
getting a realistic picture of what takes place ALL YEAR ROUND. Stop hiding
behind the technical minimums that need to be done to rush a project through
(yes rush).

The next section | want to bring you attention to is the one under Impact
Analysis. The claims made in Impact 4.1-2 on page 4-7 is so far off base, so
incorrect, and so ignorant that the entire Draft EIR should be redone by another
agency. It clearly shows that EDAW does not have the capacity to comprehend
what Prime Farmland is and how it can be effectively used in an agricultural way.
The purpose for EDAW'’s report and the Draft EIR in general is to capture all the
facts about the land and to outline all possible alternatives that that land can be
used for. Since the State owns the land and the State’s consultants contracted
with EDAW, it is clear that EDAW cannot do an objective job. This entire Draft
EIR is slanted with the idea of housing development. It is not EDAW's job to
determine the best use of the land...it is their job to outline all facets of the
proposed project and then do a COMPLETE analysis on the alternatives. This
section clearly shows they are not objective and cannot perform this job. Again,
the only democratic and ethical thing to do is to contract with another group to
perform an EIR. The fact that this is now needed should NOT persuade you from
requiring it. It is not the City of Santa Clara’s responsibility that the State’s
consultants contracted with someone not capable of doing a thorough job.
Further, since tax payers are footing the bill that EDAW is obviously giving the
State, how much has been spent to date? When this question was asked on the
October 3, 2005 Scoping meeting, the City Staff and the EDAW consultants
thought is was a big joke and no one knew, but one person stated that “they
never saw an EIR go for less than $1 Million.” Well, here we are over seven
months later and over 1,000 pages later, so | ask again, how much has been
spent on the EIR to date? How much is budgeted for this? What are the
parameters for delivering a quality document? What if the consultant (i.e.,
EDAW) does not deliver? What are the consequences? Who is responsible and
who is accountable for this? What is the timeline they were give to do this job
and how much has been completed? Are they over budget or under budget?
Where is the money coming from to pay for it?

Anyway, on to the single item | was referring to that shows the level of -
competence (or lack there of) that EDAW has with this type of property. On page
4-7, Impact 4.1-2, it states:



Conversion of Farmland to Non-Agricultural Use. The project would
involve development of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide
Importance with residential land uses. Conversion of farmland to urban
uses would be a significant impact.

The CDC classifies the site as Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide
Importance. Remnants of fruit orchards are found on the site. No other important
Farmlands or agricultural lands are located in the project vicinity and the city has
no adopted policies for protection of farmland resources. Agricultural operations at
the site ceased in January 2003. Although the project site is not in active
agricultural production, the project site is still considered to be a farmland resource
because of the presence of suitable soils; however, it likely that this parcel would
not be economically feasible to farm because of its proximity to urban development
and the limited size of the site,

I want to point out the fact that it states: “Although the project site is not in active
agricultural production, the project site is still considered to be a farmiand
resource because of the presence of suitable soils.” Again, this continues to
confirm that this is classified as Prime Farmiand.

Now onto the second half of that statement that shows the lack of research (they
never talked to ANYONE at the SaveBAREC group nor any other urban farmer)
and lack of understanding on how a community can utilize agriculture. They
state: “...however, it likely that this parcel would not be economically feasible to
farm because of its proximity to urban development and the limited size of the
site.” Let me break this into two parts. First, it is saying that a farm is not
feasible in an urban developed area, and second, that the site is too small for
anything significant.

The first part talks about the fact that you can't have a farm in an urban
environment. There are many obvious examples of this, ranging from
Community Supported Agriculture (CSAs) plots all over the county (including
areas in NYC that are measured in 1,000s of square feet, to the more relevant
examples of what US Santa Cruz has done with their Center for Agroecology and
Sustainable Food Systems (CASFS) (http://zzyx.ucsc.edu/casfs/index.htmi). |
have included an example of this as the SaveBAREC group used this as a model
for how an urban farm could sustain itself, not costing the City anything and
helping to provide for a sustainable living community. However, an even more
relevant example that parallels BAREC even more is a place called Fairview
Gardens in southern California (http://www fairviewgardens.org). This is a non-
profit run urban farm very similar to what has happened with BAREC, It was
once surrounded by orchards and farmland in the 1950s, and it is now in the
middle of a dense urban society. Just take a look at the images below from their
website: :




Even the shape parallels BAREC. 1| believe | have made my point about the
viability of having an urban farm.

Second, the report says the land is too small. The above mentioned Fairview
Gardens has been operating for over 100 years and is 12.5 acres, 30% smaller
than the BAREC property. Just think about how much more BAREC can do for
the community.

Therefore, the rational for not taking this piece of land seriously for farming is
absurd. It shows a complete lack of understanding about sustainability and
- community growth. s it EDAW's job to make these claims? | would say only
with facts to back them up. | have shown you two examples that show how an
urban farm sustains itself and contributes on multiple levels to the community
(e.g., localizing food production, a place for training and guidance, children’s
learning, visitor's center, apprentice learning, integration with K-12, quality of life,
etc.). The potential is limitless and only grows as the community gets involved.

In section 4.1.3, Mitigation Measures, it states:

“Based on the above evidence, this Draft EIR has determined that no feasible
measures are available to mitigate the loss of prime farmland or the conversion of
farmland to non-agricuitural uses.”
There is no way to make up for the fact that you would be allowing the
destruction of 17 acres of PUBLIC Prime Farmland.

Again, on page 2-9, it states:

“Loss of Land for Agriculture

- The project would develop approximately 17 acres of designated Prime Farmland
and Farmland of Statewide Importance for which there are no feasible mitigation
measures to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. This would be a
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.”

There is no way to develop this land into housing and preserve the 17 acres of
Prime Farmiand. It just can't happen. Do not change the zoning.

What about the want of the Santa Clara citizens for a senior housing facility
where Martin’s Bar is? If you put all your money into this development (which no



one but the developers want), the community that wants a senior housing facility
in their neighborhood (a area friendly to seniors) would be denied.

Think for a minute about a senior trying to cross the 6-7 lanes of Winchester Bivd
with a cane or a walker. What about crossing 8-10 lanes of Stevens Creeks
Blvd? Do you think this is a safe thing to do? What about the recent (mid-April
2006) car crash right through the intersection of Forest Ave, right where the
senior center is proposed? The car when through the intersection, jumped the
curb, took out the bushes, and destroyed the fence. How safe is that?

There are many alternatives to this development. Do not let the State scare you
in the a lawsuit as evidenced by Mayor Mahan stating on April 26, 2005 (see
http://www.savebarec.org/index-sc-council.html for a video these exact words):

“The reality is, the property is going to be developed... and there's
nothing we can do to stop it. We can't withhold zoning arbitrarily,
unless you wantf to subject this City to a lawsuit that will bankrupt
it...and, it's just not going to happen, and I'm sorry to say, that's just the
reality of it.”

Why would the City get sued? Jeff Crone, Senior Real Estate Officer, California
State Dept. of General Services, stated "The State has never challenged a city
on a zoning issue." As Dan Potash stated at the April 13, 2006 DTSC meeting
as again during April 18, 2006 Parks and Recreation Commission: “The City of
Santa Clara has the final land use authority.” He said it is up to the City of Santa
Clara if they want housing there. He said this publicly and it is on record.

| will conclude my statements by saying we have over 4,000 signatures on a
petition from people all over the city, county, state, and county. The petition
simply states:

Save BAREC (Bay Area Research and Extension Center) Petition

"l support keeping BAREC in Santa Clara (formerly the UC
Agricultural Research Extension Center at 90 North Winchester
Bivd., Santa Clara, CA) in 100% (one hundred percent) agricultural
open space and kept zoned as agriculture, keeping its historical
buildings in the same location.”

This is not something that is localized to a neighborhood or a block. It has state,
national, and global support. Show leadership in how to grow communities long
term. Show how to begin to balance the need to not just open space, but
productive open space. Imagine a beautifully landscaped garden, that produces
food, serves the public, and COST THE CITY NOTHING!!!! In fact, it actually
generates money in terms of tax revenues for the City and the State. There are
already non-profits that have offered to purchase this land, but the State is not



will to discuss any alternatives until this deal goes away. | know the City see an
opportunity to purchase some land at a discount, but don't let short term needs
influence the long term visions and goals for a City. You have an opportunity to
show significant leadership as a large City that knows how to balance land use
and sustain a community. It can be the Center of Excellence for how urban
agriculture is done around your city and in other cities. The people want this. It
is your duty to listen to them. Go talk to the citizens about this. Hold more
meetings. DO NOT RUSH THIS DECISION, FOR ONCE YOU MAKE IT FORA
PRIVATE USE AND HOUSING, YOU CAN NEVER GO BACK. HOWEVER, IF
YOU KEEP THE ZONING AS IT IS, CHANGE THE GENERAL PLAN TO
REFLECT AN AGRICULTURE USE, YOU CAN ALWAYS CHANGE YOUR
MIND IN THE FUTURE SHOULD THE PEOPLE WANT HOUSING THERE.
KEEPING IT AS AN AGRICULTURE ASSET FOR NOW IS THE SAFEST
THING YOU CAN DO FOR THE FUTURE OF THE CITY AND THE
COMMUNITY.

I have included some web sites and attachments for you to review. | will send
the attachments under a separate in case they are too big.

Instead of copying all of the SaveBAREC.org information into an email, please
refer to the following website to gather additional information:
http://www.savebarec.org. it is very complete and very thorough on how the land
can be used for successful urban agriculture. Again, this is just ONE of many
financially stable and self-sufficient options available for this land.

Thank you for your time and consideration. | am available to talk with anyone
and present the alternatives with you at any time.

Kirk Vartan
598 N Henry Ave.
San Jose, CA 95117

P.S. | commented on the DTSC's effort in this process and | think it is
problematic at best. '

I would also like to know how the City of Santa Clara has incorporated the
following guidelines on Environmental Justice. Please see the following:

As of 2001, a general plan must include guidelines on Environmental Justice.
Under this general plan guidelines, in chapter 2, sustainable development and
environmental justice (page 20). Sustainable development and goals include to
"conserve prime agricultural land".

hitp://www.opr.ca.gov/planning/PDF s/General Plan Guidelines 2003.pdf
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Moore, Janis

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com]

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM
To: 'Mocore, Janis'
Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments - BAREC

comments part 5
Attachments: historical-commission-june-1-2006.doc

1ore info...

rom: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]
ent: Wednesday, June 21, 2006 3:10 PM

0: 'Gloria Sciara’

ubject: BAREC Draft EIR - Additional Comments

ii Gloria,

lease place the following attached document into public record for the review process. i presented this at the last Historical and

andmarks Commission meeting on June 1st. | was out of town on May 4th, so | couldn't make the meeting right after the official
ublic Review meeting on April 6th.

\n odd thing worth noting was the meeting | attended on June 1st had a small black cassette tape recorder. | find it very odd and
nfortunate that the meeting we were in on April 6th was note recorded. That way, there would not be a need for my attached
ote or another meeting...we could simply quote it directly. it might come down to the point where the meeting minutes need to
eflect the sentiments and words more clearly from that meeting. Could you find out if they did happen to record the April 6th
neeting? Even if the recording is poor, at feast we can get verbiage that shows the emotion and conviction in the room that night.

ust so you know, the motion to agendize it failed because there were not four votes. There was a majority of commissioners
resent (it was a 3-2 vote), but | was told that you need four votes to pass a motion no matter how many commission members
re present (there were only five that evening instead of seven). Rosalie Wilson, (who would have been the key vote in favor of
te motion) was not present so we did not have her yes vote. We both know she wouild have voted in favor of agendizing it given
e fact that at the meeting we attended on April 6th, she was the most vocal one, saying it was the land that had historical

gnificance and to not focus or get hung-up on the building's historical significance. This was not even presented in the Draft
'R, but it is a very good and valid point.

wway, just thought I'd ask and see if maybe they recorded it and make you aware of the last meeting.
1anks,

Tk

/2007



Good evening. My name is Kirk Vartan and | live in San Jose.

On April 6, 2006, during the public meeting reviewing the BAREC Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) section entitled: Historical and Cultural
Resources, a motion was made by Mr. Jim Boynton. The motion basically
stated: To accept this section of the Draft EIR, including the recommendations to
photograph all buildings prior to them being demolished and to file these pictures
with Washington, DC. Ms. Mary Ann Marinshaw seconded this motion.

After some deliberation, the commission voted on this motion made by Mr.
Boynton. The motion failed by a 5-2 vote. Well done. Thank you for not rolling
over on this. However, there has been some controversy as to what your actions
actually meant, even going so far as to say that no action was taken. | was in the
room when you voted and | heard your strong and powerful comments.

So, | would like to suggest to this commission that someone make a new motion
that sounds something like this, knowing that there will most likely not be
consensus, but there will be a majority: -

To DECLINE/DISAPPROVE the section of the BAREC property (90 N
Winchester Bivd) Draft Environmental Impact Report entitled: “Historical and
Cultural Resources” as it is currently written. This commission believes there is
significant history in this property, be it in the buildings or the land, and we do not
approve of the property’s proposed change in land use leading to it's destruction
and the significant unavoidable impact of the destruction of 17 acres of prime
farmland. We recommend that that City of Santa Clara keep the zoning
agricultural, maintaining a part of what our Mission City used to be like. Further,
we want to recommend, as the Draft EIR did, to photograph all buildings and file
them with the proper Washington, DC office for permanent record.

This motion will clearly state your collective feelings about this section of the
document and let everyone know how you feel about the proposed land use.
This is your time to make a strong statement. Please do so.

As a side note, the local chapter of the Sierra Club (Loma Prieta chapter)
recently voted (unanimously) to keep BAREC in 100% agricultural open space
and we continue to get signatures on our petition from hundreds of Santa
Clarans. We have over 4,000 signatures in all. The petition simply states:

"l support keeping BAREC in Santa Clara (formerly the UC Agricultural Research
Extension Center at 90 North Winchester Blvd., Santa Clara, CA) in 100% (one
hundred percent) agricultural open space and kept zoned as agriculture, keeping
its historical buildings in the same location."

There is broad community support for keeping (not changing) the agricultural
status of the land. Remember, it is currently zoned agricultural.

Thank you.

Historical and Landmarks Commission June 1, 2006
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Moore, Janis

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com]
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM
To: ‘Moore, Janis'

Cc: info@savebarec.org

Subject:

Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-7-04) Draft EIR comments - BAREC
comments part 14

importance: High

nore comments to inciude to show the wide spread focus on this land...

‘rom: Kirk Vartan [ mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]
yent: Sunday, September 24, 2006 1:41 AM

'0: 'Gloria Sciara'

c: 'legal@savebarec.org’; ‘BAREC - Kathryn Mathewson'; 'BAREC - Sharon McCray'; 'BAREC - Linda Perrine’
subject: Please include in Santa Clara Gardens comments

’lease include in the BAREC pubiic comments for the EIR for Santa Clara Gardens/BAREC.

"hank you,

Kirk

‘Trom: JC Rowen [mailto:jcrowensanjosestate@yahoo.com]
vent: Saturday, September 23, 2006 9:56 AM

‘0: Val Alexeeff; jim.beall@bos.co.santa-clara.ca.us; bbartindale@mercurynews.com; jpatel@mercurynews.com;
mclemore@aol.com

'c: Kirk Vartan; mayor&council@ci.santa-clara.ca.us; Jim Beall; Ken Yeager; Jane Decker; Dana Peak; Ed Souza
ubject: Re: Barec

he BAREC crganization is planning to submit the site to be placed on the California State Resourves List.

iven Mr. Alexeef's lack of cooperation on the first matter, though legally the County Historic Commission is

ipposed to be provided with comment on the matter once it has been submitted, we on the commission will likely be
evented from commenting on the project.

‘ormally request to be apprised of any further correspondence on the matter of BAREC and the county. I have that
tht. I discussed the matter with Jim Beall at a party for John McLemore, and he agreed, as did Ken Yeager, that the
unty Commission was not put in the loop as much as it should have been. Well, we cannot change the past, but any
storic commission is there to help the future. No doubt given Mr. Alexeef's lack of desire to keep the commission in
» loop about historic issues, we will not be apprised of anything further to do with BAREC. However, Kirk, | am

mally requesting that your organization monitor any further county involvement in this issue so at least someone can
us know what is happening.

Ms. Decker is on this list, I formally ask that this email be sent to Mr. Kutras, who failed to return Kirk's follow up
1 my follow up call on this matter.

ien the SHOP asks in the next few months why the county commission was not kept in the loop when BAREC

kes the state application, this email along with several others, will show members of the commission wanted to be
rised.

212007
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[he purpose of county commissions is to involve the public. I am sorry that as members of the public, some of us are
yassionate about county history. I was told by Mr. Beall it was a requirement to be on the commission. It seems with
he county planning director, it is liability. The commission has not been well respected on this issue at all and the
Mercury News should wonder why a EIR for our review and comment was never given to us.

Val Alexeeff <Val Alexeeff@pln.sccgov.org> wrote:

>

> 1 have prepared a summary of our understanding of the BAREC site
> and the procedures in play.

>
>

low low will we go? Check out Yahoo! Messenger’s low PC-to-Phone call rates.

2/2007
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Moore, Janis

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com]

Sent:  Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM
To: 'Moore, Janis'

Cc: inffo@savebarec.org

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments - BAREC comments
part 4

Aore comments...

‘rom: Kirk Vartan {SaveBAREC) [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]
sent: Saturday, May 20, 2006 9:26 AM
‘0: 'Gloria Sciara'

_c: 'info@savebarec.org’
subject: BAREC: More traffic and building in the area

1i Gloria,

Ylease add the following comments and the referenced article to the pile of information your team is reviewing for the BAREC
Jraft EIR:

t was just made public that Valiey fair wants to grow in size by almost more than 30%. That will take it to 2.1M square feet (up

rom 1.5M square feet). The additional parking and traffic that would occur is very significant. See an article in the SJ Mercury
News on May 20, 2006: ‘

ittp://www.mercurynews.com/mid/mercurynews/14627724,.htm

am concerned that the traffic impact analysis was not taking this into account when the studies were done. We met with the

roup that did the traffic studies for SummerHill Homes for the BAREC project and they were not aware of any development like
is. They definitely did not take any of these calculations into consideration.

here are also talks of "Santana Row 2" which would be on the other side of Winchester. They specifically said they were not
ware of any developments iike that and said they did not have any traffic information on any future plans.

am very concerned that traffic in general is not be adequately addressed. it's like these massive developments are throwing up
eir hands and saying, "well, we can't fix that problem over there, so we're going to just focus on our section.”

1e article listed above affects both San Jose and Santa Clara residents...yet-another reason to put a moratorium on the BAREC
oject until you see what will actually be taking place. Adding more housing to this commercial expansion is a huge mistake. If a
-autifully landscaped urban farm were put there, the community and the visitors could *walk* over to the open space and relax,
arning about natural food production and taking a break. It keeps people in the area without more driving and generate more tax
venue for the City of Santa Clara. The real benefit is the food production it can do for the community and others.

3ase add this to the list of things to review.
ank you, .

k Vartan

2/2007
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Moore, Janis

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com]
Sent:  Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM

To: ‘Moore, Janis'

Cc: info@savebarec.org

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 08-T-04) Draft EIR comments - BAREC comments
part 6

More details on the BAREC issues...

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]

Sent: Sunday, July 09, 2006 9:36 AM

To: 'Gloria Sciara'

Cc: 'info@savebarec.org’; 'kathryn@savebarec.org’; ‘linda@savebarec.org’; ‘cameron@savebarec.org’; 'legal@savebarec.org'
Subject: Additional BAREC/Santa Clara Gardens input

Hi Gloria,

Please add the following CBS News program content "“CBS 5 investigates; Is Toxic Land Going Up For Sale in The Bay Area?
dated June 19, 2006 to the public record for the Draft EIR.

http://cbs5.caom/video/?id=1427 7@kpix.dayport.com

Thank you,
-Kirk

kirk@savebarec.org
Nww.savebarec.org
388-BAREC-80

/2007
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Moore, Janis

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com]

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM

To: ‘Moore, Janis'

Cc: info@savebarec.org

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments - BAREC

comments part 2.5
Importance: High
Attachments: barec-mccray-history-feb-2005.ppt

Additional comments and documents...

From: Kirk Vartan (kvartan)

Sent: Monday, April 24, 2006 4:59 PM
To: 'Gloria Sciara'

Cc: ‘info@savebarec.org'

Subject: BAREC (Santa Clara Gardens) More information for Draft EIR comments
Importance: High

And let me give you an alternative email address:

barec-eir@kvartan.com

Please use this email for all communication.
Thank you,
Kirk Vartan

598 N Henry Ave
San Jose, CA 95117

Also worth noting is the following:

CALIFORNIA CODES, CIVIL CODE
SECTION 815

815. The Legislature finds and declares that the preservation of land in its natural, scenic, agricultural,
istorical, forested, or open-space condition is among the most important environmental assets of California.
‘he Legislature further finds and declares it to be the public policy and in the public interest of this state to
ncourage the voluntary conveyance of conservation easements to qualified nonprofit organizations.”

12/2007
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43 0id Ladies

Face Eviction

By the State | By Assembly

SAN JOSE. June 4—-Forly men lo | The 3tate Assembdly ab Sacra-,
Sacramentn inday were pondering 8 ‘mento, by a poll of 54 to 20, yester-
deciston on which rests the fate off iday voted to close the Santa Clara
43 old ladies, residents of the Wom- Loty wWomen's Reliof CoTDs Home..
en's Relief Corps Home near Santa Assemblyman Thompsort of San’
Clara. |Jose gave notlee he would ask for'

A4 bill o sbolish the home by reconsideration of the measure. It
withdrawing State aid of $1103 per weuld disperse 43 widows and daugh-

Relief Home

ln L9477, with Closing Yoted

patient numbers

dwindling, the
State was forced
to make annual

budget decisions
that would control
the destiny of the
fac'LL‘Ltg, it’s staff
and future.

inmate per year has passed the As-

sembly and now Is before the 40-
imember Senale, Opponents argue
ihe Lome—established in 1810 for

Cigil war velerans—is no longer
riceded.
The 43 old ladics feel differently.

quows daughters and  sisters of;

'I'd rather dle than ledve” said
\iss Eva Simpkibs, the longest resi-
dent She has ecalled the place home
sinee the vear 1t opened. Bhe became
bed-ridden in 1930, .

More voluble wos Mrs. Nette Rowe.
75, who has lived at the home for
1h venrs

“You know there aren’l man¥
places for old people Lo go pnd be
really happy. We all hrd homes and
fam m_once. but life

1
i
1

1

t

|

|
i
!
I

|

ters of Civil way velergns wow e-,
siding {n (he home and give them!
$100 a month for suhsistence else~
where. '
The Assembly action immediately
stirred protests at San Jose, ,
Supervisor Joseph M. McXinnon,
who {ive years ago led a successful
{ight in the Legisiaturs to prevent:
similar nction, said; |
“It would be & crime to ciose the
home. It i3 well operated and weil:
managed and the old ladies there!
are happy. It's the only home most.
of them have known for many years.
“The Assembly «proposes to give:
the old ladies $100 a month to fend|
for themselves, It would cost them|
$150 to $200 to live elsewhere.”







university of California
Deciduous Fleld Station

> Sometime around 1920, whew the Agricultural Stations tn Mowntain View
and Willow Glen were closed, the full operation woved teo the back 13 acres
of the property and was known as the Declduous Frult Experiment Station.
It is veported that they operated through a “‘gentlemen’s agreenment” and
weve corrying out thélr research on “borrowed Land”,

A g oted l/tistorg, unsLomnead, states that the Declduous Fruit Fidlo
Station woveo to 125 N. Santa Clara-Los qatos Road Lin 1920, vut did not
purchase the Land or bulld own it It appears that the facility in Mowntain
View was Leased for five years and it was closed tn 1926. At the wrging of
influential farmers a tevaporary station was opened tn 1927 on Settle
Avenue i Willow Glew. Theve were two oviginal pavcels, one 12 and one 5
acves each. Owne-half acve would Later be sold to the California VA,

The veport goes on to say that 13 acres were Leased from the WREC Ln 192€ at
the site on Santa Clara-Los Gatos Rond. The WRC owned a total of 18
acves. N
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Moore, Janis

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com]

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM

To: 'Moore, Janis'

Cc: info@savebarec.org

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments - BAREC

comments part 11
Importance: High
Attachments: sj-parks-815.pdf, gercd-1.pdf; barec-mailing.pdf

in case it didn't go through...

From: Kirk Vartan [ mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]

Sent: Friday, September 08, 2006 10:33 PM

To: 'Gloria Sciara’

Subject: FW: BAREC/Santa Clara Gardens RDEIR comments - part 1
Importance: High

This message bounced as it said it was too large. | am sending it in three smalier forms.
Thanks,

-Kirk

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]

Sent: Friday, September 08, 2006 4:52 PM

To: 'Gloria Sciara'

Cc: 'info@savebarec.org'

Subject: BAREC/Santa Clara Gardens RDEIR comments
Importance: High

The following are my comments.

Why is the north-west corner of Winchester-Stevens Creek not being looked at for a turning lane? It is the only part of the
intersection not built out, yet the EIR says nothing else can be done.

The Valley Fair expansion is not really shown in detail. Ori'I;/’ a description of the application is listed. How will traffic impact this
project?

The Santana Row expansion is not shown. How will traffic impact this project?

Rather than including all the web pages from SaveBAREC.org, please refer to it. There is a lot of information listed there.
www.savebarec.org.

o o o~ -~ - n . o ——— —_—~

Where are all the ground water samples?

2/12/2007
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The following images and videos were provided to Dominic Caserta regarding Cameron Colson’s patented technology that uses
water for weed abatement. It is also something he has offered in kind to help clean the property. | have more of these, but they
take up a lot of space.

IMG_0642.jpg

IMG_0644.jpg

IMG_0645.jpg

IMG_0648.jpg

IMG_0649.jpg

weeds1.jpg

weeds2.jpg

weeds3.jpg

Please view all videos of the city council meetings that refer to BAREC and urban farming. 1 have included web pages that have
all the information on it. You can view all videos from the SaveBAREC website: www.savebarec.org if you do not have copies.

Why does the EIR still say that it is not economically feasible to farm this piece of land. they say it is too small and in a city as the
reasons. There are 2-3 paragraphs talking about it. Where is all the research. We have shown documented cases (Fairview
Gardens in Goleta, CA and UC Santa Cruz) where urban farming is proven to be successful.

e o T e o o o e vt o0 vt i s

I don't know if you saw this Sunday Chronicle article about Kaiser trying to buy local produce for patients (in addition
to the Farmers Markets they set up at Hospitals). You may have met Paul Tarantino of Lee Ray Tarantino from the
South City Produce Market. The article on the need for local produce illustrates the need for a south bay site to train
young to semi retired adults to learn small farm techniques.

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?
=/¢/a/2006/08/06 MNG43K C7751.DTL &hw=Kaiser+local+produce&sn=001&sc=1000

It was when they said "if you want to never buy vegetables again and grow everything yourself, this place shows you how to grow
everything you would need in your backyard" that they got my attention.

Here's what their website says.:

hitp./cesacramento.ucdavis.edu/Custom Proqram814/

"The Fair Oaks Horticulture Center is a cooperative project between the Sacramento County UC Cooperative Extension, the Fair
Oaks Recreation and Park District, and now the Fair Oaks Water District. UC Master Gardeners discuss and demonstrate the
topics to be covered during each program.

The center is located in Fair Oaks Park. The park is located on Fair Qaks Blvd. (east of Sunrise Blvd.}, just south of Madison Ave.

3]
i
il

"Transportation and even simple things like parking issues never seem to be
addressed in the rush to higher density. For example, in the new
"transportation friendly" KB Condominiums on Meridan between Auzerias and
Saddle Rack, everybody has at least two cars, very few use the light rail,

and thus there is inadequate parking because planners thought more would use

2/12/2007
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the light rail and there are not even two spaces for every unit. Where does
the light rail go? Not necessarily where the people need to go and so they
get cars. Existing parking spaces are so dear in these condominiums that
they are selling for $10,000 a piece. Surrounding streets are a wall of

cars. How is this type of high density good urban planning? Livable high
density cities are much more highly planned, and just building high density
transportation corridor residential ghettos with no human services like
shopping, employment, entertainment, and restaurants along these corridors
accomplishes nothing because those residents then still need a car to get to
those essentials. I find myself thinking that this whole high density push

1s a way to make developers the money they need for their private island
retirements."

What is the speed limit going to be on Winchester between Forest and Stevens Creek? Be specific.

How will reduced speed limit affect traffic at other intersections? Please include north and south in detail as these are the most
busy street. Do not include just the stated impacted intersections. Also, how long will each of the light signals be for each
direction and at each time of the day? ‘

| am also sending you a number of photos and videos of migratory Canadian Geese. These animals have been using this
property as a landing spot for over 26 years that we know of. | will send them to you under different cover. How is the EIR
addressing this? What will happen to these animals should this fand be turned into housing? What studies have you done?
What associations have you consulted about these migratory birds? Please be specific.

kirk@savebarec.org
www.savebarec.org
888-BAREC-80

2/12/2007



CITY OF &

SAN JOSE Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION

February 16, 2005

Honorable Mayor and City Council
City of San Jose

801 North First Street, Room 600
San Jose, CA 95110

Dear Honorable Mayor and City Council:
Subject: Bay Area Research and Extension Center (BAREC) Property

The City’s Parks and Recreation Commission is recommending that the City Council sdpport, ta
the extent possible, efforts to preserve the 17-acre Bay Area Research and Extension Center
(BAREC) property on the basis of the historical significance and potential open space and
recreational value of the property. Parks and open space are vital and bring immense
environmental benefits. This site is located in the City of Santa Clara, contiguous to the San Jose
border on North Winchester Boulevard between Dorich Street and Forest Avenue as shown on
the attachment.

The Regents of the University of California are in the process of selling this publicly-owned land
for redevelopment as single-family and senior housing according to the reuse planning concept
for the property adopted by the Santa Clara City Council in February 2003. This plan includes a
one-acre neighborhood park that will serve residents of both cities. The proposed development
of the plan is currently on hold pending resolution of the property surplus process with the State.

The site was originally used as a center for mentally disturbed children from 1886 to 1920. Part
of the site was then used as a home for Civil War veteran’s families from 1921 to 1963; and from
1928 10 2003 the remaining land was used as an urban agriculture/horticulture research/education
center under the University of California until its closure in 2003,

Members of the community have appeared before the Parks and Recreation Commission,
requesting that the BAREC be preserved as either agricultural land or parkland. They have
presented information that indicates there is broad community support from individuals and
organizations within the community.

The City’s Parks and Recreation Commission agrees with the community that the site has
significant value as a historical, horticultural and recreational resource, which cauld be of benefit
to both Santa Clara and San Jose residents. Therefore, the Commission is recommending the

4 N. Second St., Ste. 600, San Jose, CA 95113 tel (408) 277-4768 fax (408) 277-3155 www.sanjoseca.gov/prns



Honorable Mayor and City Council
February 16, 2005

BAREC Property

Page 2 of 2

San Jose City Council, in conjunction with the Santa Clara City Council, consider opportunities
to work together to preserve some or all of the site for the use of future generations of both
communities.

Your consideration of this matter would be greatly appreciated.
Yours truly,

f
Helen Chapman, Chair
Parks and Recreation Commission

Attachment — Map of Area

c:  Sara Hensley, PRNS
Albert Balagso, PRNS
Scott Reese, PRNS
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CALIFORNIA CODES, CIVIL CODE
SECTION 815

"815. The Legislature finds and declares that the
preservation of land in its natural, scenic, agricultural,
historical, forested, or open-space condition is among the
most important environmental assets of California. The
Legislature further finds and declares it to be the public
policy and in the public interest of this state to encourage
the voluntary conveyance of conservation easements to
qualified nonprofit organizations.”

This quote was taken directly from the Official California Legislative Information
web page site, a part of the State of California’s Legislative Counsel. It states:

“Welcome to the official site for California legislative information. This WWW site
is maintained by the Legislative Counsel of California, pursuant to California law.”

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/

You can find the above section by clicking on the “California Law” button at the
bottom, checking the “Civil Code” option, type in “815” in the search box, and
click search. A result showing “CIVIL CODE SECTION 815-816 : 5679 bytes.” will
appear. Click on it and you will see the entire section.



“ROM : GURDALUPE COYOTE RCD FAX NDO. @ 4889938728 ’ Sep. 16 2085 B4:47PM P1

GUADALUPE - COYOTE
RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT

854 NORTH FIRST “TREET KM, 204, SAN JOSE, CA 95112-6314
OFFICE (20B) 288-5888  FAX (408) 9938728 emall: gored @ pacbeli.nal

July 25, 2005

Mr. J. Frank Davidson
State of California, Department of General Servmes, Real Estate Services

707 West 3™ Street, Suite 6-130
‘West Sacramento, CA 95605

RE: Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District’s request to transter
BAREC’s ownership from the State to a non-profit and desire to annex BAREC

Dear Mr. Davidson:

This week the Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District Board (GCRCD) met
1o discuss the Bay Area Research Extension Center (BAREC) on Wmchcster Blvd. in
Santa Clara. The Board unanimously voted to:
1. Support keeping BAREC agriculturally zoned and in open space:
2. Annex BAREC into GCRCD; |
3. Work with the State of California to determine the ways BAREC's ownership can
be transferred to a non-profit so it will forever remain as open space and for the
public good. We understand there has already been an offer by VIVA 1o purchase
BAREC and this should be considered.
4. Creare programs and alliances on BAREC that would enhance GCRCD’s Mission
Statement. A copy of our Mission Stateraent is attached.

The above is extremely important to our agency as it helps us to fulfill our state mandated
Mission Statement. There is no other similar piece of land which has such arich
agricultural history in Santa Clara County and which could help us more.

Since the State is legally required to first offer BAREC to State governments and districts
and did not and since GCRCD is g State/Regional Agency; the GCRCD's opinion is that
we legally have the right 10 request'the Department of General Services 1o halt your
current BAREC plans and offer the site to us. Since the State did not offer BAREC to the
GCRCD, we are requesting that you do so now.

‘We look forward to working with you regarding this very important historical land.

Sincerely,

Lawrence ,'I ohmann President
- Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District



FROM

GUADALUPE COYOTE RCD ‘ FAX NO. : 4089938728 Sep. 21 2885 11:51AM F1
State of California * Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor
State and Consumer Services Agency
DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES
Real Estate Services Division Asset Planning and Enhancement Branch

August 11, 2005

Mr. Lawrence Johmann, President
Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District
888 North First Street, Room 204

San Jose, CA 95112-6314

Dear Mr. Johmann:

i am in receipt of your request letter dated July 25, 2008, regarding approximately
seventeen {17) acres af State surplus property (BAREC) located at 90 North Winchester
Boulevard, in the City of Santa Clara.

The Department of General Services (DGS) previously solicited interest from governmental
agencies on December 17, 2002. The City of Santa Clara then expressed an interest in up
to six acres of the property for a senior housing project. The DGS and the City have
subsequently entered into a Purchase Agreement for a portion of the property.

In addition, in May of 2003, the DGS advertised and salicited offers from the public for
approximately ten acres and a one acre public park on a portion of the property. Pursuant
to that solicitation, the DGS selected SummerHill Homes and has entered into a Purchase
Agreement with that entity.

As a result of these transactions, we are unable to entertain your request. Thank you for
your interest in this property,

Sincerely,

J NK DAVIDSON, Assistant Chief o

Asset Planning and Enhancement Branch
JCmd
cc: Ron Small, Staff Counsel, Office of Lega!l Services, Department of General Services

Jeff Crone, Senior Real Estate Officer, Assét Planning and Enhancement Branch, Real
Estate Services Division, Department of General Services

The Ziggurat » 707 Third Street, 6™ Floor « West Sacramento, California 95798-9052 « (916) 376-1829



** BAREC, the former UC Ag Center, is NOT SOLD **
***IT IS NOT A DONE DEAL ***
**YOU NEED TO GET INVOLVED...CALL US NOW **

The 17 acre agriculturally zoned piece of land on Winchester Blvd.
across from the Valley Fair Shopping Mall still has all the original
agricultural infrastructure on the property. The land is owned by the
State of California. That means, “We The People” own this land.
The government needs to listen to the people, not the other way
around. The City of Santa Clara controls the zoning.

This land can be the Center of Excellence for how sustainable living
is being done in the United States. It can show how urban agriculture
can make a community thrive. Add organic soil cleaning and solar
technology to the site and it will not only power itself, it will power the
community. The local agricultural land can provide food for the
community and restaurants. California can show leadership in
agriculture and urban planning, not just hi-tech.

This land has served the community for generations and can
continue to do so without a tax burden to the citizens. It can be a
place for the public: children, adults, and professionals can learn
about agriculture; a botanical garden; a visitor's center; history; new
agriculture technology; solar power; and food!!!

This is some of the best soil and climate in the country; let’s not sell
out our future for short term fund raising. This land IS our future.

" = al = "~ as B al 1 1 ~ al .

www.savebarec.org Phone: 888-BAREC-80



Friends of BAREC and SaveBAREC.org are made up of volunteers from the community,
just like you. We are here to educate the people of the area and the state about what is
happening with this valuable public agricultural asset. We are so fortunate that the UC
Extension System was able to preserve the land for as long as it did, preventing it from
being developed in the early part of 2000/2001. It is now State land...it is our land. We
have the right to decide how State assets and resources are utilized.

The State wants to sell the land to develoers to make mstant mone housung)

table:

We are suggesting an urban agriculture approach that is proven financiall

M

1.5 Acre
Landscape
Training &
Damonstratmn
Garden

Veternn's
Buildiry

\|§ 16}88YoU

-]

CaII us at 888 BAREC 80 e are also at the Santana Row Farmers
Market every Sunday, 10am-3pm. All info is on our website.

www.savebarec.org ‘Phone: 838-BAREC-80



Moore, Janis

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com]

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM

To: 'Moore, Janis'

Cc: info@savebarec.org

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments -
BAREC comments part 9

Importance; High

Attachments: SaveBAREC-may-9-2006-council-meeting.pdf, Save BAREC-how-can-i-help.pdf, Save

BARECwhat-is-barec.pdf; Save BARECwhat-is-the-issue.pdf, Save BAREC-why-
savebarec.pdf;, SaveBAREC.pdf; SaveBAREC-april-26-2006-council-meeting.pdf;
SaveBARECcouncil-meeting.pdf; SaveBAREC-current-affairs. pdf;, SaveBAREC-july-18-2006-
council-meeting. pdf, SaveBAREC-march-7-2006-council-meeting.pdf

2 7

SaveBAREC-may-9- Save Save Save Save SaveBAREC.pdf SaveBAREC-april-2
2006-council-m... EC-how-can-i-help.[ECwhat-is-barec.pd=Cwhat-is-the-issue:C-why-savebarec.[ (113 KB) 6-2006-counci...

o o

SaveBARECcouncilSaveBAREC-currerSaveBAREC-july-18aveBAREC-march-
-meeting.pdf (... t-affairs.pdf ... -2006-council...  7-2006-council...

This shows the level of inveolvement in the
past with Santa Clara.
Please include this in the EIR to show how the community will be impacted in general and
what can the Valley Fair expansion do to help the situation.

————— Original Message-----—

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org]
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2006 4:52 PM

To: 'Gloria Sciara'

Cc: 'info@savebarec.org’

Subject: BAREC RDEIR/Santa Clara Gardens comments
Importance: High

The fellowing are web pages that I would like you to include in the public comments.
Thank you,

Kirk Vartan

kirk@savebarec.org

WwWW.savebarec.ocrg
888~BAREC~80 ..



SaveBAREC.org : , file:///C:/Documents%20and%208Settings/kirk/My%20Documents/barec/...

Bay Rrea Research and Extension Center :

SaveBAREC..., .o

What isBAREE? What is the Issue ? Why save BAREG? How canI help ?
"The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land.” Abraham Lincoin

‘Santa Clara City Council Meetlng
May 9, 2006
Friends of BAREC ask for a 15

‘minute time slot...Mayor opposed

“On May 9th, Linda Perrine, representing Friends of BAREC, asked the City Council for 15 minutes to
present an environmentally superior land use for the BAREC property. Council Member Kennedy made a
motion to hear a coherent 15 minute presentation, rather than the alternative of having multiple people

“present 2-3 minutes at a time as Jennifer Sparacino, the City Manager, suggested.

3£Mayor Mahan talked about subverting the public process and would not stand for it. Twice, she felt the need
‘to express her dissatisfaction with the motion and the fact the City Council was being asked to hear
.something about a land use from the public. Ultimately, the motion to hear the 15 minute presentation failed
4-2,

‘Why is the Mayor so nervous about sharing information with the public? Isn't that the job of government?

Introduction/Jennifer Sparacino (City Manager): Frank Freedman Asking for Council
> Sparacing's comments suggesting the Council not  Consideration

Eapprove the request for 15 minutes (4 minutes - >Freedman’s comments (2 minutes - 1MB)

‘2MB) ‘Steve Hazel making general comments

“Linda Perrine Request >Hazel's comments (3 minutes - 1.5MB)

> Linda Perrine asking for 15 minutes (3 minutes -  Councilmember Kolstad agreeing with City Staff
2MB) >Kaoistad comments (1 minute - 500KB)

‘Councilmember Mathews asks for clarification on Councilmember Mathews trying to compromise
-process. Warnad by City staff about tainting the >Mathews comments (1 minute - 400KB)

-process ‘Mayor Mahan says it subverts existing process.
> Mathews/Sparacine/Riley’s commenis ‘Says SummerHill and other stake holders need

‘discouraging non-applicant issue. (3 minutes - .opportunity to speak

.1.5MB) >Mahan subversion comiments (1.5 minute - 2MB)

-Mathews Asks if Alternative Land Use will be ‘Councilmember Mathews changes his mind.....

‘heard ‘Motion Fails 4-2, Kennedy/Moore supports

> Riley responds that "only those applications that  >Mathews comments (1 minute - 500KB)

have the signature of the property owner are

‘considered a valid application by the City Council..." 'Entire video of the relevant parts of the meeting:
(30 sec - 200KB) .Click here to see complete video (23 minutes -
‘Councilmember Kennedy makes a motion to hear 12MB)

the presentation

>Motion made and seconded (49 sec - 500KB)

Mayor Mahan has serious concerns with the ‘Videos require: Microsoft ¥Window Media
motion :
- >Process is getting subverted (2 minutes - 1MB)

For comments or questions, please email us at: info@savebarec.org or cail 888-BAREC-80 (B88-227-3280).
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and SaveBAREC

Iof 1 9/8/2006 4:07 PM



Save BAREC.org - Keep Public Land Public!

1of2

Bay Area Research and Extension Center

SaueBAREC ..,

What is BAREC? What is the Issue ?

Home

What you can do to help...

Please send in a donation. VIVA now has
full federal non-profit status 501(c)(3) and can
offer full tax benefits for your contribution.
Please send to:

VIVA
1698 Hanchett Avenue
San Jose, CA 95128.
viva@savebarec,org

Stop any zoning change regarding the
BAREC property, specifically changing it from
an agricultural piece of property.

We need four votes to insure BAREC is
retained in agricultural zoning. 1t is, therefore,
especially important to talk to Mayor Patricia
Mahan and share your views. The council
members are located here.

Write Santa Clara City Council and tell
them:

You want Santa Clara to retain the land to
preserve its agriculture/horticulture usage and
its history. Simply down'cad our letter and
sign it.

Send your letter to:

City of Santa Clara
City Council and Council Offices
1500 Warburton Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95050

Or email them at:
mayorandeouncil@aisanta-clara ca.us,
or call 408-615-2250

You can can also send the Santa Clara City
Council a letter to petition them to hear your
concerns at an official Council meeting. They
are required to put you on the agenda to hear
your concerns. Download the form here. To
learn more about their process, go to their
website.

If you would like to help or want further

file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/kirk/My%20Documents/barec/...

..................

Shortly, the State will ask the Santa Clara City
Council to change the land's zoning from
agriculture to housing.

“The average acre of farmland in San
Francisco earns $123,000 per year” - from the
Census of Agriculture and Metre Farm, a
guide fo growing a big profit on a small parcel
of land by Michael Olson.

Santa Clara Weelkly article - Aprit 20, 2065

Ask your local legislators the hard guestions or
simply print out our sample letter (Word doc)
and send it in! Here is the article f the San
Francisco Chronicle, May 2, 2004 "7Th= H.qh
Price of Cheap Food” with Michael Pollan.”

Please read our January 2004 undate,

List of current elected cfficials and other
background information.

Please support the City of San Jose and Santa
Clara to work together to save as much of
BAREC as possible. Write the Mayors, Vice
Mayor Pat Dando and Councilman Ken
Yaeger.

We are always in need of volunteers. Please
email or call us if you have any time.

Get signatures on cur petition from your

neighbors. When complete, email us for a drop
off meeting or an address to send them.
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information, visit hitp://www_savebarec.org
or email: info@savebarec orq or
call 888-BAREC-80 (888-227-3280).

You can send a hard copy of our sample
letter to your legisiator and attach a copy of
the following article so they have the latest
information.

For comments or questions, please email us at: info@savebarec. org or call 888-BAREC-80
{888-227-3280).
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and
SaveBAREC :
Internet Hosting by our friends at: Pty

modearmworld
intgrnst
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Bay Area Research and Extension Cente

SaveBAREC .., ...

What is BAREC?

This open space in the city of Sanfa Clara, adjacent to San Jose, is considered the State's
leader in rural/urban issues: health, the environment, sustainability, recycling, and poliution
prevention. The land and its buildings are in line for being listed in the National Historic
Registry.

“It's [BAREC] a marvelous facility that is supporting research on turf grass, landscape plants,
cut flowers, high value horticultural crops, composting, bio-intensive pest management,
alternatives to methy! bromide and other high visibility topics. It's also a very unique property
for studying ag-urban interface issues. These interface issues will only grow in importance in
the coming years.”

Steven Nation, Assistant to the University of California President of Agriculture and Natural
Resources (before the Center was closed).

"BAREC is so important to the City and region that it should be placed on the National
Historical Registry.”

Lori Garcia, Santa Clara City Hisforian and Commissioner on the Santa Clara County
Historical Commission and Chairman of the Santa Clara Planning Commission.

A five minute PowerPoint presentation by Joseph Garbarino, a West Valley student, to the
Parks Management Department, West Valley College in Saratoga, CA, May 20, 2004: A
Simnpie Way to Be introduced to BAREC (780KB). Use this as a simple way to communicate
the value and need to preserve BAREC's heritage.

A more detailed presentation can be found here, entitled: Save UC Agriculture/ Horticulture
Regearch Cenler (BAREC) (2MB).

See many pictures of BAREC:
Photos {property in use} -- Page 1
Photos {property in use) -- Page 2

See 1997 pictures of BAREC in action
See February 2004 photos
See May 2004 photos
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For comments or questions, please email us at: info@saveharec ¢rg or call B88-BAREC-80
(888-227-3280).
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and
SaveBAREC

Internet Hosting by our friends at: [HSAv RN

intereat
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Bay Area Research and Extension Center

save BA“EE O[‘j’ Home

What is BAREE ? RIRISER1I B EG I,

What is the issue?

Watch the videos and see/hear what the Mayor and Council members said when BAREC
was on the agenda on April 26, 2005. This information is very enlightening and
proves no final decisions have been made regarding BAREC.

--> Click here for al] the information<--

To see all of the events that have taken piace over the past four years, piease click here to read about
the timeline for the saje of the BAREG broperty. You will be amazed about what has taken place.

February 2004: Notes/summary of the latest Santa Clara City Council Meeting en February 16, 2C04.

This 17 acre open space will be lost forever because the state intends to sell the land to a developer
who will replace the open space with high density housing.

There have been no plans to relocate or recreate the facilities or preserve any of it's historic value to
the community. This land has served the public since 1886.

Dumping public land to private developers is a betrayal of what our government represents. if this
land is sold, many programs to improve our community will never return.

The traffic and parking problems aiready observed by other new housing developments such as
Santana Row will be compounded with the developer's intentions for BAREC.

“In the summer of 2002 our City did a study of where to place Santa Clara's required housing for the
next five years. This study showed that BAREC was not needed for this required housing.”
--Patricia Mahan, Sanla Clara City Mayor

"The City [Santa Clara] loses money with housing as it is costly to maintain it."
--Geoffrey Goodfellow, Santa Clara City Director of Planning, stated this on January 2003 in frant of
300+ people at a community meeting.

"We can't withhold zoning arbitrarily, unless you want to subject this City to a lawsuit that will bankrupt
it...and, it's just not going to happen, and I'm sorry to say, that's just the reality of it."

—Patricia Mahan, Santa Clara City Mayor, April 26, 2005 at the Santa Clara City Council Meeting
See her on video here: Watch the Video

"The State has never challenged a city on a zoning issue.”

--Jeff Crone, Senior Real Estate Officer, Califomia State Dept. of General Services.

Note: that Dan Potash is the State’s consuitant in charge of selling BAREC and his boss is Jeff
Crone.

‘Santa Clara Cify Mayor Mahan speaks on public television about BAREC and wants to ‘preser\ie

“it! 7

;Environmental Concerns with David %What Santa Clara City Mayor Mahan said:
‘Bonasera E

‘Where; Comcast Community Television "To have 17 acres reserved as open space

1 of2 9/8/2006 4:04 PM
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éWhen: October 12, 2004

Guests:

> Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan

.> Terry Trumbull (environmental lawyer)

> Shiloah Ballard (Silicon Valley Manufacturing
~Group)

> Kathryn Mathewson (SaveBAREC, Secret
‘Gardens)

> Cameron Colsen (California Compliant)

> Joe Cernac (Sierra Club Guadalupe Group in
‘Santa Clara Valley)

‘This Comcast TV program has two half-hour
segments. If you would like to see itinits
lentirety, we would be happy to share it with you
-and/or your neighborhood and friends. Please
‘contact us at: info@savebarec.org or
:408-292-9595.

file:///C:/Documents%20and%208Settings/kirk/My%20Documents/barec/...

“There is no [BAREC] plan yet....The :
‘conceptuai plan is, is just like a placeholder. The
:City Council has done nothing to approve a plan. -
‘We have not even seen a plan." Listen to her

See/hear two minutes in her own words.
Microsoft Windows Media: Click here (3MB - 2min) |
‘Apple Quicktime; Click here (4MB - 2min). :
‘Requires Kicrosoft Wirdow Media or Apple Guickiine

fwould be magnificent. | do not know that anyone
;of us sitting here today would argue that fact.”
‘Listen to her

"If the county would step forward and say we will
‘join with the City of Santa Clara and purchase
.some of that [land] or if the City of San Jose
wanted to contribute, it would be marvelous.”
‘Listen 1o her

For comments or questions, please email us at: info@savebarec org or call 888-BAREC-80
(888-227-3280).
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticuiture) and
SaveBAREC

Internet Hosting by our friends at:

hosted by

maoderm watrld

interevet
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Bay Area Research and Extension Center s

SaveBAREC..,

Home

15 Reasons Why We Should Save

BAREC!!!

This area of Santa Clara County needs a park

file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/kirk/My%20Documents/barec/ ...

A few examples of what BAREC used to
do:

- Master Gardeners - Blugberry Picking - 1997
- Hosts Turf and Landscape Field Day - 1999

and BAREC is right in the middle of the district! - MetroActive article on the bad "dea’” - 2000

oSS S

Here is another example of an organic farm in
the middle of dense urban living: Fairview

Download our general twe page fiver to quickly
learn about the land and its importance and to
share with others in the community.

History:

"This site should receive national historical
status.”

--Lori Garcia, Santa Clara County Hisforical
Heritage Commission and author, Santa Clara
From Mission to Municipality

Research and Education:

“If this parcei of land has the agriculture zoning
removed, it would not only be a tragic loss fo
the community's heritage and its future, but
also close the door to any opportunities we
may have in the future to pursue our research
and education work in the Santa Clara Valley."
--Dr. Carol Shennan, Director of UC Santa

- Master Gardener Open House - 2001
- Rainfed Oat test - 2002
- Rainfed Common Wheat test - 2002

Future Programs:
Examples of Needed Programs

Dowrniloadiems] Sharon's McCray's BAREC
History PowerPoint, updated February 2005.

Compilaticn of documents supporting UC
Center Land as fulfilling requirements to be a
Historical Landmark by Sharon McCray.

Read a letter sent to Santa Clara Mayor

Mahan in August 2003 from Master Gardener
Sharon McCray, showing how BAREC can be
saved, supported, and sustained. Click here to

Open Space:

"Our recent poll shows that 8 out of 10 people
in Santa Clara Valley are concerned about the
lack of open space in the Santa Clara Valley."
--Bob Gerard, Attorney and Retired Stanford

Cruz's Center for Agroecology and Sustainable Professor, February 2004

Food Systems
Fesearch done on BAREC.
Please review our presentation to Santa Clara

County Supervisor Jim Beall in September
2005. Also look at our ideas on how this iand

“Land is a non-renewable resource. {t would
seem shortsighted to make a dollar at the
expense of what has been a resource for the
greater community.”

--Vicki Moore, Greenbelt Alliance
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can be used based on what UC Santa Cruz
has done with their financially stable, self
sustaining, and income generating Center for
Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems
{CASFES) program, including their children's
Life Labs area.

We also presented to the Santa Clara County
Board of Education. See the presentation here.

SUPPORTERS and QUOTES:
List of the many supporters.

Quotes from well known individuals

See what type of bird wildlife exists at
BAREC as seen by bird experts.

file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/kirk/My%20Documents/barec/...

"Open space raises property values.”
--Daniel Press, author of Saving Open Spacs,
Professor Environmental Studies at UC Santa
Cruz

Read the Silicon Valiey Business Journal
article on how agricultural open space helps a
community as a whole.

--Kathryn Mathewson, January 2003

Chicago did a Millennium Park Economic
Impact Study that shows the value of having
open space.

Food Safety:

"The Future of Food,"
produced and written by
Deborah Koons Garcia

y § & Click for more info .
Location of BAREC:
Santa Clara County map; Santa Clara City
map; Santa Clara Street map

For comments or questions, please email us at: info@savebarec.orq or call 888-BAREC-80
(888-227-3280).
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture} and
SaveBAREC v

internet Hosting by our friends at:

orn wotldd

intarnet
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Bay Area Research and Extension Cente

sa\mnnnic . 01‘57 Home

What is BAREG?  What is the Issue ?  Why save BAREG ?

How can1 hcli) ?

“All poiitical power is inherent in the people. Govermnment is instituted for their protection, security, and benefit, and they have
the right to alter or reform it when the public good may require.
Constitution of the State of California; Anticle 1. Section &

The BAREC Recirculated Draft EIR is released. The documents are online (click herg). Copies are
available at the library. Public comments are due by September 8th at 5:00pm.

BA REC tiCker The BAREC Recircuiated Draft EIR is released.

Public Comment Ends In: | Public comment period is open until Sept 8. The documents
No event scheduled. are online (click here). Copies are available at the library.

Cur Mission: To keep this 17 acre agricultural piece of public iand public. Additionaily, we believe an educational, urban
farm would best benefit the public and provide a financially sustainable way to preserve the land in open space forever.

Summary information - Keep Public Land Public:

Video ,
- Anna Werner from CBS 5 Investigates does a sfory about the toxins on BAREC on June 19, 2006 at11pm.
Click here,

- SaveBAREC was on the ABC 7 News program at 6:00pm on November 9, 2005. Have a ook at the video [2MB]
and the gictures.

Print

- Read the October 19, 2005 Silicon Valley Metro cover story Secret Gardens describing the political issues and
views on BAREC.

- Read the October 20, 2005 Rose Garden Resident cover story Faie of the former UC agricultural station rests
irn hands of Santa Clara City Council describing the many views on the status of BAREC. You'll see how many
issues there are and why this {and is so important.

- Read the San José Mercury News article with some very powerful quotes showing support for aiternative
ideas entitled: Last Ditch Effort to Turn Back the Clock.

- The Fail/Winter 2085 issue [700KB] of Preservation Action Council of San Jose (PAC*SJ) news letter features
BAREC as well as a follow-up article in the current $Spring 2006 issue [500KB].

Please view a concept we have for how this land can be used (i.e., organic, urban agriculture) based on what
UC Santa Cruz has done with their financially stable, self sustaining, and income generating Center for
Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems (CASFS) program, including their children's Life {.abs area.

What we are suggesting is already proven to be successful: The Center of Urban Agriculture: an organic farm in
the middle of dense urban living: Fairview Gardens.

See what the State wants to do with the land here.
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Current Affairs: tciick hore for more into and news articies)

- The public comment period for the Drafi EIR and Draft RAV has closed. The next public event (besides regular City
Council meetings has been delayed until August/September). Piease click here. While the public comment period is
officially closed, you can stifl send in letters and comments to the City of Santa Clara. See the sample letters you can
send. .

- For sample letters you can send in to the politicians and agencies on EIR and RAW, please click here.

Propaganda inailing sent to Santa Clara citizens in hopes to gather support for the housing project. Click here {2MmB] to
see.

Go to our web page that puts most of the reievant past City Council meetings on one page. Click here to see it.

Learn more about the South Central Farm in LA (also known as: The Farm), the largest urban farm in the country. it is
14 acres large! Just see what community support can do. BAREC's 17 acres can do even more!

Aug 15-Sept 2, 2006: Migrating Canadian Geese use BAREC as a landing pad. See the video here. 100s land every
day.

August 20, 2006: The SJ Mercury News awards SaveBAREC.org the Crand Prize for NIMBY. Click here to see it. Scatl
Herhold wrote this and we encourage you to write him. He really needs a reality check.

June 19, 2006: Anna Werner from CBS 5 Investigates does a story about the toxins on BAREC. Click herc.

May 13, 2006: SJ Mercury, The Valley section, Julie Patel's article entitied: Last Ditch Effort to Turn Back the Clock.
May 9, 2006: City of Santa Clara has moved the date of the next public meeting to August/September 2006.
May 3, 2006: Silicon Valley Metro article on SaveBAREC support, activities, and updates. Click here for story.

April 12, 2006: Santa Clara Weekly does a cover siory on BAREC. Click here [1MB] for story.

April 6, 2006: Historical and Landmarks Commission votes down the motion to approve the History and Cultural
Resources section of the Draft EIR in a 5-2 vote! Great job! See the update in the SJ Mercury, Bay Area News in Brief.
April 2, 2006, 12:00-5:00pm - Successful Rally at the BAREC site. See pictures here,

See the timeline below.

2 of 4 9/8/2006 4:02 PM



SaveBAREC.org - Keep Public Land Public!

Support Urban Agriculture

The State of California is selling this 17
acres dedicated to public service since the
1800s.

The {and is considered the State's leader in
rural/urban issues: health, the environment,
sustainabiiity, recycling, and poliution
prevention.

The land and its buildings are in line for
being listed in the National Historic Registry

Did you know...

> 1884 the Normal School operated on the
site

> 1886 to 1889 it housed Osborne Hall, a
home for physically and mentally disabled
children

> 1921 to 1960 it was a home for families of
Civit War Veterans ,

> 1928 to 2003 it was a University of
California Agricultural/Horticulture Research
Center

See Map for exact location, in the city of
Santa Clara on North Winchester Bivd.
across from Valley Fair, bounded on two
sides with San José,

This web site is dedicated to support

the preservation of this unique land
and to provide solutions for
sustainable urban agriculture. If you
want to help, please contact us.

file:///C:/Documents%20and%20S ettings/kirk/My%20Documents/barec/...

In 2003, the State decided to sell the property
for housing development. If sold to developers,
much of the land will be turned into
medium-density housing (up to 11-27+ units per
acre). This is in stark contrast to the 5-7 units per
acre in the surrounding neighborhood. Dumping
public land to private developers is a betrayal of
what our government represents. {f this fand is
sold, many programs to improve our community
will never return.

The San José Parks and Recreation
Commission is completely in favor of keeping the

The land is considered the State's leader in
rural and urban issues. This includes health and
the environment, sustaining and maintaining
land, recycling, and pollution prevention. This
land can provide leadership in sustainable living.

Learn more about BAREC, including
information regarding the issues involved with
saving BAREC, and how you can help. Thank
you for your time and support!

Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Draft Removal Action Workplan (RAW) Schedule |

Please click here

to see more information.

‘March 9 22 April 6 Aprit13 . April 18 : April 21 April24  April 24 August/ 777
: i ’ ‘z  September/
| October??
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Draft EIR ‘Draft Historical  |Public “Parks and :Public  iSenior Public  ‘Planning  City Council
‘released : RAW ‘and ‘comment of Recreation ‘comment Advisory  comment Commission ‘Public
(public  “released Landmarks .the Draft Commission’ period on Commission period on ;Public ‘Hearing and
.comment (public  Commission RAW 7:00pm “Draft 10:00am  Draft EIR Hearing, :Potential
.period  comment ‘7:00pm 7:00-9:00pm -City Hall :RAW ~Community closes at City Council Action, City
:begins) period -Staff -Westwood ;Council .closes at Recreation 5:00pm Chambers. Council

Centeron | :7:00pm ‘Chambers.

.begins) Conference Elementary ‘Chambers 5:00pm
- Public 7:00pm

‘Room, City Schooi

Hall 435 | (before meeting on - Public
: :Saratoga : » Kaiser Draft EIR  ‘meeting to

‘Avenue, : ‘Hospital) .and related ‘consider

‘Santa Clara ‘ - development Draft EIR

: -applications ‘and related

-development
‘applications

For comments or guestions, please email us at: info@ savebares oig or call 888-BAREC-80 (888-227-3280).
This is a project of VIVA (Valley initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and SaveBAREC

hosted by

internet Hosting by our friends at: ey

irternet
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> Master Gardene

> Andy Grammet (2
> Bl Romanc (2 minutes - 5C0KE)

Bay Area Research and Extension Center =

SaveBAREC .,

What is BAREG ?

Home

What is the Issue ?

file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/kirk/My%20Documents/barec/...

Why save BAREE? HowcanIhelp?

"The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land." Abraham Lincoln

“BAREC was piaced on the agenda by request of Kir
‘Vartan. Many people spoke and a lot of
“perspectives, suggestions, and information were
:shared with the Council.

We have made the entire 36 minute section of the
‘meeting available via video below. Additionally, we
-have broken-up the video into muitiple segments,
-aliowing you to easily see specific testimony from

‘citizens and Council members, making it easier to
hear the information you are interested in. We listed
some highlight quetes from the video in the right
column; however, in case there are any questions
about the context of the statements, we are also

‘providing the entire video for viewing. Simply click on

.a quote on the right, and the video of the person

“saying those words will start. The hand-outs given at
the meeting are linked at the bottom of this column.

City Introduction:

0> City Manager Introduction (3 minuies -
I> Pian
> Ciy Manager introduction (1 minute - 400KE)
.Citizen comments:

S00KE)
minutes - 14 Sj

ning Direclor inboduction (4 m

> Hirk Vararn/Marguerte Les (6 minutes - 1 8ME)
er Shargn ML(J ay {3 minutes -

ren Moluicheon (2 minules - 800KB)
Suzie Keels (1 minute - 300KE)
minufes - 700KH}

City Staff/Council responses and comments:

> Ciy Staff response - Goodfellow (2 minutes -

> Councilmember Caserta {2 minutes - 500KEB;
> Councilmember Mathews (2 minutes - B00KB)
o> Counciimember Moore (2 minuies - 700KB)
> Mayor Mahan (3 minutes - 800KB)

?@fFour documents were shared with the City Council
:and the audience. Click on any one of them:

Santa Clara City Council Meetingé |
April 26, 2005 |
BAREC was on the Agenda

zuyts the property i is contaminaled |

g
fhe s gne of those Civil War people”

"The history that I'm going 1o make is going to be
‘made {nday. to get this site developed "

K The followmg quotes can be clicked on to hear

and see the actual video from the foliowing people:

.Planning Director Goodfellow:

"Those decisions [current development discussions]
‘are merely preliminary, and the project will have to
‘go thraugh the fuli Environmental Impact (Report]
‘review, General Plan amendment re-zoning, and
‘probably sub-divis

ion maps before any fingl
decisions can be made on the site”

"Closing on that [sales agreement] is contingent on
the epproval of the plans, just as it would be for the
senior porfion ™

the worst [soif]
ontamination will be physically removed "

;Councumember Caserta states:

" just cannot stand here and qa*' let's just have it

’;%ADEC} all npen space
MWhere's the money fo do this’?
.Councilmember Mathews states:

g"%‘m a fifth ceneration, native Sania C‘ar’am My

sl

. ~ Y ST [P
-at, great, great, .gfcu'\.nanu.n uefm cut and fought

MWe'te not gomg to resclve Santana Row's issues of
traffic or Vatley Fair's traffic by not developing this
site "

Councilmember Moore states:

M know there's a park: I'd like (o see it be a itle bit
‘bigger. Rut, | think that neighborhood needs a park "
Mayor Mahan states:

MThe reaiity 13
developed... and there’s nothing we can do to stop
it. We can't withheld zoning arbitrarily, unless you
‘want to subject this City to a lawsuit that wil
‘bankrupt it...and. it's just not going to happen, and

the property is going to be

;;i‘m sorry to say. that's just the reality of it”

Entire video of the Council meeting:
'‘Complete videg {36 minutes - SMB)
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1. Kirk Varian's Introduction, 2. Pre-meeting notes
‘and informalbion, 3. BAREC's supporter list, and

4 The San Jose Park's Committee letler, showing ' . . ,
- ’ : Microsoft W Me
complete support for keeping BAREC as open ;V'deos require: Microsoft Window Mediz

.space. , ,
For comments or questions, please email us at: info@savebarec.org or call 888-BAREC-80 (888-227-3280).

This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and SaveBAREC
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Bay Area Research and Bxtension Center

sa“e Bnnic Ol‘g Home

What is BAREE? What is the Issue ? Why save BAREE? How can T help ?
"The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land.”" Abraham Lincoin

City of Santa Clara
Council Meetings

~The following are council meetings that feature BAREC or agricultural land use education. Many of
~these video clips are no longer available to the public because the City of Santa Clara does not keep
-a permanent record of any Council Meetings. They are made available on VHS tape and after a few
“months, the tapes are over written with new City Council meetings. So, it is up to the public to keep
the public mformed Please e*na us w1th any questsons

:Apni 26, 2005 - BAREC was placed on the agenda Good publlc comments were made and even
- better City Council comments were made. Council members Caserta, Mathews, and Mahan stated
their positions on BAREC. C ick here to view all the information.

sMarch 7, 2006 - BAREC was placed on the agenda to discuss the contamlnatton on the property The
Mayor decided at the last minute to cut public comment to two (2) minutes, down from three. This is
-only supposed to happen with ten (10) or more speakers. There were only eight. Just another
‘example of the Mayor's actions of not supporttng educating the public on this matter. Click hareto
view all the information.

“May 9. 2006 - Friends of BAREC asked the C|ty Councn to altow the group to present an agrlcultural
Jand use option for BAREC. While certain members of the Council (Kennedy and Moore, and
Mathews at one point) were in favor of Ietting the group give a 15 minute presentation, the Mayor was
~vehemently opposed to it. She stated it was "subverting the process." The motion to allow the
ﬁ?presentatlon fa}ted 4 2 C! \.,k huze to vxew alt the informatlon

Epresent the beneﬁts of an educational urban farm in Santa Clara. Thls is an excellent presentation
‘on how farmland can be used in a city. Unfortunately, the Mayor did not allow the public to speak on
the matter and even banned/censored the word BAREC from any discussion The public did not get a

flnformation

For comments or quest ons, please ematl us at n‘o fbfwvﬁbﬁ rec .org or call 888-BAREC-80
(888-227-3280).
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and
SaveBAREC -
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Bay Area Research and Extension Center :

SaveBAREC .., ...

What is BRREG? What isthe Issue? Why save BAREE? Howcanl help ?
"The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land.” Abraham Lincoln

'Current Affairs...What's Been Going On...

Stop by the Santa Clara Farmers' Market every Saturday between 9:00am-1:00pm. Seg gur
tablentn

Here is an example of the popular Green market New York City Farmer's Market in Union Square
where 3,000 students from 82 schools participate in Green Market's Educational Tours, with over
250,000 visitors a week to the local Farmer's Markets!!!

August 2006

- August 15-September 2: Migrating Canadian Geese use BAREC as a landing pad. See the video
here. 100s land every day.

.- August 20, The SJ Mercury News awards SaveBAREC .org the Grand Prize for NIMBY. Click here

.Check.

- August 11/14, The State did the weed cutting. Some dust was put in the air, but for the most part,
the need weed control was done. Thanks to the State for doing this to protect the neighborhood. The
'DTSC was supposed to have air monitors on site, but they did not. No one knows why.

- August 9, Go to our web page that puts most of the relevant past City Council meetings on one
page. Click here to see it.

- August 4, The City of Santa Clara sent out a "COURTESY WORK NOTICE" for weed abatement
on BAREC to select neighbors only. This has been neglected for months.

July 2006

- July 25, BAREC Recirculated Draft EIR available anline here (late in the day).

- July 24, BAREC Recirculated Draft EIR NOT avaitable online.

- July 23, BAREC Recirculated Draft EIR NOT available online.

- July 22, BAREC Recircuiated Draft EIR NOT avaitable online.

- July 21, BAREC Recirculated Draft EIR NOT available online.

open. The documents are not yet posted online (as of July 23rd), but hopefully the city will do this
soon. Doesn't seem fair that the clock starts before they are available to the public. They said the
.documents are available at the library.

~July 18, SaveBAREC presented the benefits of an Educational Urban Farm to the City Council.
June 2006 ‘

- June 28, Presentation to the Santa Clara Bicycle Advisory Committee (BAC). Click here to see.
- June 20, The New York Times article Fron: Artichokes to Zinfandel Farm Tours by Patricia Leigh
Brown shows how agriculture generates business and revenue for cities.

here.

- June 14, 6:00-8:00pm, Meeting to review the proposed 600,000 sq. ft. Valley Fair expansion.
~June 10, VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture), our non-profit
‘parent, now has its federal non-profit status. It is now an official 501(c)(3) non-profit and can
-authorize full tax deductions. Please contact us for details on how to make donations:
vivai@savebarec org

‘May 2006

- May 19, Propaganda maiting sent to Santa Clara citizens in hopes to gather support for the housing
‘project. Click here [2MB] to see.

{of4 9/8/2006 4:03 PM



SaveBAREC.org - Keep Public Land Public! file:///{C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/kirk/My%20Documents/barec/...

- DTSC transcript of the public meeting on April 13, 2006 discussing the Draft Removal Action
‘Workplan,
- May 17, SummerHill Homes has scheduled a meeting (inviting only a select few). So, we decided
-to spread the word.
- May 13, SJ Mercury, The Valley section, Julie Patel's article entitled: Last Ditch Effort to Turn Back
the Clock.
- May 9, City of Santa Clara has moved the date of the next public meeting to August/September
2006.
- May 9, SaveBAREC was on the Santa Clara City Council agenda to request time to present an
alternate agricuiture land use option {educational urban farm).
- The Spring 2006 issue [500KB] of Preservation Action Council of San Jose (PAC*SJ) news letter
features a follow-up update on BAREC.
- May 3, Silicon Valley Metro article on SaveBAREC support, activities, and updates. Click here for

story. ,
‘April 2006

- April 26th, Santa Clara Weekly reports on tire sizshing of SaveBAREC group member. Click here
[200KB].

Workplan.
- April 6th, SJ Mercury, The Valley section, Julie Patel's article entitled: Hearings on Land Use Near

- April 6th, Historical and Landmarks Commission votes down the motion to approve the History
-and Cultural Resources section of the Draft EIR in a 5-2 vote! Great job! See the update in the SJ
Mercury, Bay Area News in Brief,

- April 3rd, SJ Mercury News, The Valley section, Sai Pizarro states: "But when a piece of land
wakes up people enough to join a letter-writing campaign, it's probably worth a second look."

- April 2nd, Sunday, 12:00-5:00pm - Successful Rally at the BAREC site. See pictures here.
March 2006

- For a listing of all dates and events around the Draft EIR and Draft RAW, please click here.

Action Workplan (Draft RAVW),. Please see the bottom of this page.
- March 13th, SJ Mercury, The Valley section, Julie Patel's article entitied: No Easv Fix to Loss of
-March 9th:The Cuy of Sania Clara's BARED Urall Envuonmental Impact Report (IR web pagelis
active.

tune BAREC was placed on the agenda by the community hare back on April 26, 2005. See the
videos and handouts from the iizrch 7th mesting here,

February 2006

- Call or email a letter to the SJ Mercury News' Sal Pizarro (408-920-5473) asking to have BAREC
added to the list of places to preserve in Santa Clara County. Here is a sampie letier to send.

- Met with the Santa Clara Citizens Action Committee and got support for our efforts.

January 2006

- See a Letter to the Editorin the San José Mercury News, January 31st.

- San José Mercury News article on BAREC published in Sunday's The Valley section, January 28,
2006.

« KKUP (91.5 FM) on January 26th at 10:00am to noon. Old Time Farmer produced by former
BAREC Director Dr. Craig Kolodge. Sharon McCray and Dr. Craig Kolodge discussed BAREC.

- SaveBAREC presented at the Cory Neighborhood Association on January 23rd at 7:30pm.

- KKUP (91.5 FM) on January 25th at 7-8:00am. Kathryn Mathewson was on the show talking about

BAREC.

- The {atest issue [700KB] of Preservation Action Council of San Jose (PAC*SJ) news letter features
BAREC.

December 2005

- We now have over 3,000 signatures on our petition. Thank you!

November 2005

- We legally parked our truck in front of the property according to Iobal a Santa Clara Police Sergeant
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(SCPD), yet the vehicle was towed. Have a look at the vehicle report and the $457.41 tow charge
that | had to pay personally to get the truck out of storage, plus the $25.00 SCPD admin fee, totaling
$482.41 of out of pocket costs. The vehicle is a legal expression of our 1st Amendment Rights!!!

- SaveBAREC was on the ABC 7 News program at 6:00pm on November 9, 2005. Have a look at the
‘videg [2MB] and the piciures.

- Well, we got to meet HRH The Prince of Wales when he was in San Francisco with his wife the
Duchess of Cornwall. | shook his hand and got a packet of information to him, but no signature...yet.
Here are a couple of pictures of him enjoying some organic produce and about to meet aur groun.

- Please get involved. Have a look at the EIR web page on what you can do. Click hers.
October 2005
- Read the October 19, 2005 Silicon Valley Metro cover story Secret Gardens describing the political
issues and views on BAREC.
- Read the October 20, 2005 Rose Garden Resident cover story Fate of the former UC agricultural
station rests i1 hands of Santa Clara City Council describing the many views on the status of
BAREC, including some inaccuracies.
- The City of Santa Clara had an EIR_Scoping meeting on October 3rd. Please write the City. Read
the delails here on what was said and what you can do.
- Read the Mercury News article "No Fast Fix for 1-280/1-880: It's a Parking Lot in Morning," by Gary
Richards, talking about how problems accumulate and how one more large development like BAREC
without first fixing the interstate problems will only add to these problems. Given the war and the
hurricane relief problems, will our government have the money to fix these intersection problems in
the near future? Is it worth taking our historical land and adding even more problems to our
community?
September 2005
- Watch Environmental Concerns with David Bonasera (aired on September 29, 2005). BAREC is
the topic of the show! The program is 28 minutes. Download the video here: High guality video
[29MB]
- SaveBAREC presented to County Supervisor Jim Beall. Ciick here [900KB] to see the presentation.
August 2005
Just Released: BAREC on the front cover and the lead article in August's The Californian [5MB]
published by the California History Center Foundation at De Anza College, 21250 Stevens Creek
Blvd., Cupertino, CA 95014. Written by Master Gardener and Historian Sharon McCray. Published
with permission. Click here to download.
July 2005
The State/Regional Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District (GCRCD) wrote a latier to
the State stating they needed BAREC to fulfill their state mandated mission statement and wanted to
work with the State to determine how they or a nonprofit could purchase BAREC to keep it as

"Since the State is legally required to first offer BAREC to State governments and districts and did
not and since GCRCD is a State/Regional Agency, the GCRCD's opinion is that we legally have the
right to request the Department of General Services to halt your current BAREC plans and offer the
site to us. Since the State did not offer BAREC to the GCRCD, we are requesting that you do so
now."

June 2005 7

- The nonprofit VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values Agriculture) sent a letier to the State with an offer to
purchase BAREC for an agriculturally zoned price to be used to meet community needs. Click here
to see the letter.

- San Jose Mercury News article on BAREC published twice (June 16, 2005 and on June 23,
2005) in The Guide. Please write the San José Mercury News (letters@sjmercury.com) and tell them
you do not want BAREC developed!!! The letter to the editor can be no longer than 125 words and
you must include your full name, address, and day time phone number.

We have a table at the Santa Clara Farmer's Market every Saturday, from 9:00am-1:00pm. Please
stop by and visit us and sign our petition to Save BAREC! If you would like to help man our table,
please let us know.
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Santa Clara City Council Meeting - April 2005

Watch the videos and see/hear what the Mayor and City Council members said when
BAREC was on the agenda on April 26, 2005. This information is very enlightening
and proves no final decisions have been made regarding BAREC.

--> Click here for all the information<--

: California FACT:
CALIFORNIA CODES, CIVIL CODE
SECTION 815

"815. The Legislature finds and declares that the preservation of land in its
“natural, scenic, agricultural, historical, forested, or open-space condition is
‘among the most important environmental assets of California. The
Legislature further finds and declares it to be the public policy and in the public
interest of this state to encourage the voluntary conveyance of conservation
‘easements to qualified nonprofit organizations.”

For comments or questions, please email us at: info@savebarec.arg or call 888-BAREC-80
(888-227-3280).
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and
SaveBAREC
Internet Hosting by our friends at: il
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What is BAREG?  What is the h»:ue ?  Why save B.lll!ﬂ ? HowcanThelp?
"The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land." Abraham Lincaln

Santa Clara City Council Meeting

July 18 , 2006

Educational Urban Farms
was on the Agenda

‘The concept of farmland inside city limits is continuously questioned by the Santa Clara city staff as well
-as the Santa Clara City Council. For months we have tried to give a compiete presentation about the
-viability and success of an educational urban farm. Finally, on July 18, 2006, we were able to do just that.
‘Linda Perrine gave an 11 minute presentation on why Santa Clara should care about preserving
.agricultural land in Santa Clara, examples of successful educational urban farms (both in California and in
‘other states), and how all of this can be done without costing the City of Santa Clara any money. Too good
- o be true? No. Just listen and find out how.

‘While the presentation was wonderful, the Mayor's rules and regulations around it were not. Not only did
“'she not allow any public comment, she forbid any mention of the word BAREC (i.e., censorship). We are
all wondering what laws or rules she was using to prevent any public comment to an agenda item.
.SaveBAREC has written the C:ty Clerk, Rod Diridon, Jr. and the City Attorney, Michael Downey, for an
" official response whether this is even legal. There is still no comment from the City Attorney. The Mayor
basically did not allow any public comment on the matter...not just SaveBAREC members, but ANYONE
“from the public. Further, she later went on to say that others could speak during the Public Comment
‘section on the agenda (item 11). However, that section specifically says, "This poriion of the_meeting is
reserved for persons desuing 190 address the Council on any matter not on the agenda.” It says right there
"NOT ON THE AGENDA!" Well, this item was on the agenda and the Mayor eliminated all public
comment.

‘You can view the ull 14 rminuic section of the meeting via video below. Additionally, we have broken-up
‘the video into mu!t:ple segments, allowing you to see specific testimony from the Mayor and citizens,
‘making it easier to hear the information you are interested in. Simply click on the person and you will see

~and hear the video stream to your computer. Hand-outs given at the meeting are linked below each

person. o

;?Agenda Item 8B - Need for Educational Urban =~ Agenda Item 11 - Public Comment

‘Farm :

: ‘Public Comment (After most citizens left):
“Mayor's Introduction (including censorship): > Kirk Vartan (3 minutes - 1.5MB)

> Mayor Mzhan (1.5 minutes - BOOKB) > Mayor Mahan responds (23 sec - 200KB)

- Linda Perrine's Presentation on Urban Farms: > Brian Everctte (1.5 minutes - 750KB)

> Linda Perrine (11 minutes - 6MB) :

- Linda Perrine handout Please download this and  Entire video of the relevant parts of the meeting:
follow along with the video. Complete ltem 8b video (14 minutes - 8MB)

> Santa Clara citizen tries to comment and gets the  Complete Item 11 videc (5 minutes - 3MB)

anicrophone turned n’f on him (20 sec - 200KB)

Videos require: Microscft Window Media
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For comments or questions, 'piease email us at: info@savebarec.org or cali 888-BAREC-80 (888-227-3280).
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agricuiture and Horticuiture) and SaveBAREC
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Bay Area Research and Extension Center =

save Bﬂn[e org Home |

What is BAREE ?  What is the Issue ?  Why save BAREC? Howcanl help ?
"The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land.” Abraham Lincoln

éSanta Clara City Council Meetlng
| March 7, 2006
BAREC was on the Agenda

“BAREC was placed on the agenda by request of Cameron Colson. The meeting was a long one and
'BAREC did not begin until after 10:00pm. While some people left, many stayed and shared their opinions.
‘Unfortunately, the citizens were only given two (2) minutes to speak (normally, people are given three
‘minutes). This was not a banner meeting and some comments were not presented as well as they could or
'should have been, but such is a public meeting.

“The entire 27 minute section of the meeting is available via video below. Additionally, we have broken-up
ithe video into multiple segments, allowing you to easily see specific testimony from the City Staff and
“citizens, making it easier to hear the information you are interested in. Simply click on the person and you
‘will see and hear the video stream to you computer. Hand-outs given at the meeting are linked below each
‘person.

Important Information and Dates

‘City Introduction: :
o> Mayor/City Manager introduction (4 minutes - City of Santa Clara's BAREC Draft Environmental

‘2MB) dmpact Report (EIR) and Draft Removal Action
Citizen comments: Workplan (RAVW) web page

> Camercn Colson (3 minutes - 2MB) ‘

‘- Coizon's prepared noies Draft EiR lstter sent out to citizens within 1,000 feet

> Kirk Vanan (3.5 minutes - 2MB) of the development project on March 9, 2006.

March 9 - Draft EIR released (public comment

¢ period begins)

‘March 22 - Draft RAW released (public comment
.period begins)

> Jpe Cens :, Sierra Club {1 minute - 600KB) April 6 - Historical and Landmarks Commission
> Hubex{ SOL.hard (1 minute - 600KB) .. 7:00pm

<> Kathryn Mathewson (2 minutes - 1MB) ... Staff Conference Room, City Hall
“-- Mathewson's letter ‘April 13 - Public comment of the Draft Removal
> Sharon McCray (1.5 minutes - 900KB) ‘Action Plan (RAW)
> Jackie Moore (2 minutes - 1MB) ... 7:00-9:00pm
“-- Moore's prepared notes ... Westwood Elementary School
> John Beall, AG inspector (2 minutes - 1MB) ... 435 Saratoga Avenue, Santa Clara
> Angela D' Orfani on cancer in area (2 minutes - April 18 - Parks and Recreation Commission
“1MB) ... 7:00pm
> Margo Wixsorn (2 minutes - 1MB) ... City Hall Council Chambers
5 :April 21 - Public comment period on Draft RAW
“Entire video of the Council meeting: ‘closes
“Complete video (28 minutes - 14MB) %Apnl 24 - Senior Advisory Commission
| ... 10:00am

.. Community Recreation Center on Keily Bivd.
((before Kaiser Hospital)

V deos require: Microsoft Window Media
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prril 24 - Public comment period on Draft EiR
closes

June 28 (tentative) - Planning Commission Public
‘Hearing, City Council Chambers.

.. 7:00pm

‘... Public meeting on Draft EIR and related
development applications

July 18 (tentative) - City Council Public Hearing
‘and Potential Action, City Council Chambers.

... 7:00pm

... Public meeting to consider Draft EIR and related
.development applications

For comments or questions, please email us at: info@savebarec.oig or call 888-BAREC-80 (888-227-3280).
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and SaveBAREC

20f2 9/8/2006 4:07 PM



Page 1 of 1

Moore, Janis

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Importance:
Attachments:

Kirk Vartan [kick@kvartan.com)
Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM
'Moore, Janis'

info@savebarec.org

Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments - BAREC
comments part 2 ”

High
barec-helpers-supporters.pdf, barec-land-use-option.pdf; barec-petition-nov-2005.pdf; barec-useful-quotes.pdf;
fairviewgardens.pdf; gcrcd-letter-2005.pdf; high-price-of-cheap-food. pdf; pac-sj-fallwinter2005.pdf; sj-parks-

barec.pdf; supervisor-jim-beall-sept-16-2005.pdf; viva-barec-purchase-offer-june-29-2005.pdf; uc-regents-
letter-march-2000.pdf, sc-council-meeting-april-26-2005.pdf, barec-programs-april-2004.pdf

Additional comments and documents...

From: Kirk Vartan (kvartan)

Sent: Monday, April 24, 2006 4:59 PM
To: 'Gloria Sciara'

Cc: 'info@savebarec.org’

Subject: BAREC

(Santa Clara Gardens) More information for Draft EIR comments

Importance: High

And let me give you an alternative email address:

barec-eir@kvartan.com

Please use this email for all communication.

Thank you,

Kirk Vartan
598 N Henry Ave

San Jose, CA 95117

Also worth noting is the following:

CALIFORNIA CODES, CWIL CODE
SECTION 815

815. The Legislature finds and declares that the preservation of land in its natural, scenic, agricultural,
ristorical, forested, or open-space condition is among the most important environmental assets of California.
"he Legislature further finds and declares it to be the public policy and in the public interest of this state to

:ncourage the

11272007

voluntary conveyance of conservation easements to qualified nonprofit organizations."



ORGANIZATIONS AND PEOPLE HELPING AND/OR
SUPPORTING BAREC TO REMAIN AGRICULTURALLY ZONED

ORGANIZATIONS (PARTIAL LIST)

Actian for a Sustainable Earth (Acterra)

Argonauts Historical Society

American School of Herbalism, Santa Cruz

Audubon Society of Santa Ciara County

Butcher's Ranch

California Association of Nurseries and Garden Centers (formerly CAN)

California Farm Link

California History Center and Foundation

California Hundred

California Landscape Contractors Association

California Oaks Foundation

Camp Joy, a non profit family farm dedicated to education

Center for Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems, UC Santa Cruz

Center for Development of Recycling, San Jose State

Center for Environmental Studies, Santa Clara University

Cheesemans' Ecology Safaris, Saratoga

Civil War Roundtable

Common Ground, Palo Alto

Cory Neighborhood Association

Daughters of the American Revolution, Silicon Vailey (DAR)

Defense of Place, San Francisco '

E Clampus Vitas

Ecological Farm Association, Watsonville

Ecological Landscape Association of California

Environmental Landscape Association, California Chapter

Environmental Health Foundation

Environmental Studies Dept., San Jose State University

Environmental Studies Institute, Santa Clara University

Friends Outside

Guadalupe Coyote Resource Canservation District

Hidden Vilia, Los Altos

Master Gardeners of Santa Clara County

Mission Coliege, Santa Clara, Education and Training Program

Our City Forest

Pacific Coast Farmer's Market Association, a non-profit community service organization which
organizes the Santana Row Farmer's Market

Preservation Action Council of San Jose (PACSJ)

Prusch Farm Park Foundation

Sage (Sustainable Agricultural Education)

San Jose Parks Commission

Santa Clara Valley Water District

Sierra Club/Guadalupe Group

Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition

Shasta/Hanchett/Park Neighborhood Association

Soil Food Web

South of Forest Neighborhood Assoc. in Santa Clara City

Valley of Hearts Delight, a project of the Foundation for Global Community

Veterans for Peace, Chapter 101 of Santa Clara County

Village Harvest, a Harvesting Foundation for the hungry, Santa Clara Valiey

VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Agricuiture)

Walden West, Santa Clara County's K through 12 with only county educational program for
environmental/agricuitural programs

Wildlife Center of Silicon Valley

http://www.savebarec.org Page 1 of4




ORGANIZATIONS AND PEOPLE HELPING AND/OR
SUPPORTING BAREC TO REMAIN AGRICULTURALLY ZONED

INDIVIDUALS (PARTIAL LIST)

Alane O'reilly Weber, Soil Health and Organic Gardening Consultant, Compost Tea Maker

Alicia Lanier, Santa Ciara County Democratic Club, Vice-President

Alry Middlebrook, Middlebrook Gardens

Amy Schacter, Chairman, Environmental Studies, Santa Clara University

Andy Butcher, Butcher's Ranch and farme

Anita Parsons, Executive Director Walden West Schoo! Foundation

April Halversdt, Preservation Action Council Board, Historian for Saratoga Museum

Barbara Nesbit, former Mayor of Monte Sereno »

Beth Wyman, Historian, former teacher San Jose State University

Betty Peck, retired kindergarten teacher, author Kindergarten Educaticn

Bill Calagorus, Security Consultant to Federal Government

Bill Romano, former reporter of San Jose Mercury News

Bill Wallace; City of Santa Clara employee; Union representative for the City of Santa Clara

Bob Gross, Retired CEO in electronics, Director of Water District for 20 years, PhD
Environmental Engineering

Bob Siegfried, Agricuitural Engineer

Brett Melone, Executive Director Agriculture and Land-Based Training Assoc. (ALBA)

Brian Everette, San Mateo County Green Party Board, Environmentai Committee

Brian Lawther, Attorney, former Lincoin FFA (Future Farmers of America)

Bruce Olszewski, Professor, Environmental Studies, San Jose State University

Bruce Tichinin; Lawyer; Father Former County Agricultural Director

Clysta Seney, Santa Clara County Open Space Authority Board

Cameron Colson, California Compliant

Cheryl Barton, Past President of American Society of Landscape Architects, Landscape Architect

Craig Breon, Director, Audubon Society Santa Clara County, Lawyer

Dale Warner, SOS Committee Founder, Retired Lawyer, former state iegislator

Dan Svensoen, Director Foothiil College Horticuiture Dept., Landscape Architect

David Bonasera, Producer and Executive Director for Environmental Concerns, Silicon Valley
Comcast TV Program :

Debra Bowman, Founder of South of Forest Neighborhood Assoc., Santa Clara resident

Delaine Eastin, former California Superintendent of Public instruction, Professor of Education at
Mills College

Dennis Dowling, Chairman, Science Dept., Wilcox High School, Santa Clara

Diane Dreher, author Inner Gardening, Professor Santa Clara University

Diane Dulimage, Communications Director, Acterra

Dick Turner, Editor Pacific Horticuiture

Dolly Sandoval, Councilmember, Cupertino

Doug Cheeseman, Founder Cheeseman Environmental Study Area at DeAnza College, former
Chairman to the Environmental Studies Dept. at DeAnza College

Dr. Ali Harwandi, Horticulture and Sod Research, UC Cooperative Extension

Dr. Craig Kolodge, Retired BAREC Superintendent and Santa Clara County Ag Ext Director

Dr. Elaine Ingham, Soil Scientist and founder of Soil Food Web

Dr. Joy Haus, Retired University Professor and Santa Clara resident since 1950

Dr. Kenneth Wesson, Assist. to Chancelior, SJ Community College District

Dr. Michae! Freeling, UC Berkeley Professor, Genetic Research at BAREC

Dr. Rachael O’Malley, Chairman of Environmental Studies, San Jose State University

Dr. Robert Raabe, Professor Emeritus UC Berkeley, Soil and Plant Research

Dr. Russell Skowronek, Foremost Expert on California’s Missions, consuitant to Smithsonian
Institute, and Archeology Professor at Santa Clara University

Dr. William R. Jackson, Soil Scientist

Shana Weber, Environmerita! Studies Professor and Director of Community Programs, Santa
Ctara University

Ed Souza, Former Santa Clara Mayor

Edward Mathewson, Attorney, graduate of Trace, Hoover and Lincaln
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ORGANIZATIONS AND PEOPLE HELPING AND/OR
SUPPORTING BAREC TO REMAIN AGRICULTURALLY ZONED

Frank Niccoli, Horticulture Teacher at Foothill College, Chairman of Environmental Committee for
California Landscape Contractors Assoc. (CLCA)

Frank Schiavo, Retired Env. Studies Professor, SJ State University

Fred Kent, President and Founder Project for Public Spaces

Golden Love, CA Coordinator for Ecological Landscape Association

Heidi Johnson, Foothiil College Horticulture Dept. instructor and Certified Nursery Professional

Heien Chapman, Chairman San Jose Parks Commission

Huey Johnson, Founder Trust for Public Land and Defense of Place

Jackie Moore, Santa Clara Cultural Advisory Commission

Jade Bradbury, Los Gatos Art Commission, Curator Los Gatos History Museums

Jan Hendenmeister, Citizen Advisory Committee Chair, SC County Open Space Authority

Janet Cobb, Director of California Oaks Foundation

Jeanne Dittman, Manager, SJSU Foundation and native of Santa Clara County

Jeff Sheehan; President Confidence Landscaping; Former State President CLCA (California
Landscape Contractors Association); Founder Santa Clara Valley Water District Landscape
Committee

Jennifer Andaluz, Executive Director Downtown College Prep, a Charter School

Jennifer Tate, Executive Director of Friends Outside

Jim Arbuckle, President of Pioneer Society of Santa Clara County, son of Valley historian, Clyde
Arbuckle

Joe Cernac, Chairman, Sierra Club/Guadalupe Group

John Dotter, founder SJ Community Garden Program, Horticultural teacher at DeAnza and
Elmwood County Correctional Facility

Joni Diserens, Second Harvest and Village Harvest

Karen Van Epen, daughter of SJ farmer/engineer, Nationai-Center for Appropriate Technology

Kate Safford, Board of California Chapter American Horticulturai Therapy Association; Teacher at
Cabrillo College; Horticultural Therapist, Dragonfly Studios

Kelly Crowley, Coordinator for Ulistac Natural Area Restoration Project, Santa Ciara

Ken Yaeger, SJ City Council Member

Kuang Hsiao, Architect for Santa Clara University campus

Libby Lucas, League of Women Voters, Environmental Committee Chairman

Lilyann Brannon, Environmental Leader, Founder of Tending the Flock Foundation

Linda LeZotte, SJ City Council Member

Lisa McAndrews, Landscape Architect and Professor at Cabrilio College

Lisa Myers, Owner and Founder Let's Go Birding, Santa Clara Valley

Lowel Cordas, Former Director Saratoga Horticuitural Foundation

Lynn Trulio, Director Env. Studies, SJ State University

Meg Caldwell, Director, Stanford University's Environmenta! and Naturat Resources Law and
Policy Program; California Coastal Commission; Author: A Citizen's Guide to California Land
Use Law and Government Decision-making ‘

Michael Closson, Director Acterra, Center for Economic Conversion, past Assist. Dean Stanford

Michael Devane, Dept. of Economics, Santa Clara University

Michelle Van De Voorde, Board Santa Cruz Arboretum, Landscape Architect

Nancy Garrison, Retired Director Santa Clara County Master Gardeners

Patricia Becker, Common Ground Director

Rhonda Berry, Executive Director of Our City Forest

Rosalie Wilson, President of Triton Museum and owner of Wilson Bakery, Santa Clara

Russell Skowronek, Professor of Anthropology and Social Sciences, Santa Clara University,
Editor, Telling the Santa Clara Story, Sesquicentennial VVoices

Sandy Decker, Los Gatos Mayor

Scott McGilvrey, Owner Jensen Corporation

Sharon McCray, President Prusch Park Farm Foundation; President Santa Clara Valley Master
Gardener's Foundation

Sheila McEiroy; Historian

Shirley Odou, Editor Democratic Voice, Board Santa Clara County Democratic Club, Democratic
Ciub Newsletter Editor, Santa Clara resident
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ORGANIZATIONS AND PEOPLE HELPING AND/OR
SUPPORTING BAREC TO REMAIN AGRICULTURALLY ZONED

Steven Hubert, Attorney, graduate of Trace, Hoover and Lincoin

Steve McGuirk, Madrone Landscape Group, author The Gardener's Guide for the Monterey Bay
and columnist Grounds Maintenance Magazine

Sue Harper, grand-daughter of the founder of Santa Clara University's Engineering Dept. which
was named after him, retired teacher

Sue Lasher, former Santa Ciara City Councii Member for two terms

Susan Stansbury, Coordinator for the Faundation for Glohal Community

T. Burney, Education Director, Wildlife Center of Silicon Valley

Ted Smith, Director, Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition

Terry Lyngso, Owner Lyngso Garden Materials

Tom lzu, Executive Director of California History Center

Tony Gregorio Bunch, Founder of Gardener’s Guild in Santa Clara Valley

Warner Bioomberg lii, Attorney , SC Law School, Board United Neighborhoods of SC County

Willis Peck, Founder Saratoga History Museum, retired lawyer, Editor San Jose Mercury News

Yolanda Reynolds, Founder of Shasta Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association and Coalition for
Redevelopment Reform

Yvonne Jacobson, author Passing Farms, Enduring Values — California’s Santa Clara Valley
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One Possible Layout of Santa Clara
Countly Educational Agriculture ijfat
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How Would The 17 Acres BE SEA?

(See attached diagram)

5 acres of organic farmed row crops (vegetables, berries)

2 acres of organic fruit orchard including espalier methods

4 acres of organic biointensive garden beds (veggies, herbs, compost area)
1.5 acre Children’s Garden with hands-on activities

1.5 acre Landscape Training and Demonstration Gardens

I acre Native Plant Garden (drought tolerant, wildlife attractive)

2 acres of facilities (offices, greenhouses, visitor center, farm center w/
kitchen, outdoor amphitheater, farm manager house)

» Visitor center will emphasize rich history of property and valley
Educational signage throughout
Open to public during daylight hours and special events
Yurt housing for apprentices



Save BAREC (Bay Area Research and Extension Center) Petition
{(formerly the UC Agricultural Research Extension Center at 90

"I support keeping BAREC in Santa Clara

North Winchester Blvd., Santa Clara, CA) in 100% {one hundred percent) agricultural open space and
kept zoned as agriculture, keeping its historical buildings in the same location."”
Name Address, City, State, Zip Phone (- emaill@barec.com (p:.)
1 Sign
PRINT
2 ign
PRINT
3 ign
PRINT
4 ign
PRINT
5 ign
PRINT
6 Sign
PRINT
7 ign
PRINT
8 ign
PRINT
9 gn
PRINT
10 gn
PRINT
11 ign
PRINT
12 gn
PRINT
See: http://www.savebarec.org Email: info@savebarec.org Call: 888-BAREC-80 November 2005




USEFUL QUOTES ON BAREC (by well-known individuals):

"Our recent poll shows that 8 out of 10 people in Santa Clara Valley are
concerned about the lack of open space in the Santa Clara Valley."
Bob Gerard, Attorney and Retired Stanford Professor, February 2004

"In the summer of 2002 our City did a study of where to place Santa Clara's
required housing for the next five years This study showed that BAREC was not
needed for this required housing."

Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan

"If the county will step forward and say we will join with the City of Santa Clara
and purchase some of that [land] or if the City of San Jose wanted to contribute,
it would be marvelous. To have 17 acres reserved as open space would be
magnificent. | do not know that anyone of us sitting here today would argue that
fact.”
Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, October 21, 2004 on Comcast
TV's "Environmental Concerns"

"The whole purpose of the hearings is to find out what people think and to judge
what's most important as we move forward."
Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, as quoted in The Valley
section of The San José Mercury News, April 6, 2006

"We can't withhold zoning arbitrarily, unless you want to subject this City to a
lawsuit that will bankrupt it...and, it's just not going to happen, and I'm sorry to
say, that's just the reality of it."
Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, April 26, 2005 at the Santa
Clara City Council Meeting

"We have to be reasonabile in allowing rezoning; we can't withhold entitiements
unreasonably, especially when we can't offer a good alternative.”
Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, as quoted in The Valley
section of The San José Mercury News, January 29, 2006

"Housing is a dead bang looser forincome. In the United States we have gone
from 5th to 48th in the most efficient use of our tax money. We have the highest
unemployment in this country. The average person in Santa Clara Valley travels
35 miles one way to work each day.”
Terry Trumbull, October 21, 2004 on Comcast TV' "Environmental
Concerns”

“It's [BAREC] a marvelous facility that is supporting research on turf grass,

landscape plants, cut flowers, high value horticultural crops, composting, bio-
intensive pest management, alternatives to methyl bromide and other high
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visibility topics. It's also a very unique property for studying ag-urban interface
issues. These interface issues will only grow in importance in the coming years"”
Steven Nation, Assistant to the University of California President of
Agricuiture and Natural Resources (before the Center was closed).
"Open space raises property values."
Daniel Press, author of Saving Open Space, Professor Environmental
Studies at UC Santa Cruz

CALIFORNIA CODES, CIVIL CODE
SECTION 815-816

"815. The Legislature finds and declares that the preservation of

land in its natural, scenic, agricultural, historical, forested, or

open-space condition is among the most important environmental assets
of California. The Legislature further finds and declares it to be

the public policy and in the public interest of this state to

encourage the voluntary conveyance of conservation easements to

qualified nonprofit organizations."

"BAREC is so important to the City and region that it should be placed on the
National Historical Registry.”
Lori Garcia, Santa Clara City Historian and Commissioner on the
Santa Clara County Historical Commission and Chairman of the
Santa Clara Planning Commission.

"If this parcel of land has the agricultural zoning removed, it would not only be a
tragic loss to the community’s heritage and its future, but also close the door to
any opportunities we may have in the future to pursue our research and
education work in the Santa Clara Valley.”
Dr. Carol Shennan, Director of the University of California Santa Cruz
Center for Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems.

"To make the strongest case for keeping this site as is, the General Plan would
need to be changed to agriculture.”
Geoffrey Goodfellow, Santa Clara Planning Director at a
Neighborhood Outreach Meeting on January 15, 2003.

"The City [Santa Clara] loses money with housing as it is costly to maintain it.”

Geoffrey Goodfellow, Santa Clara Planning Director at a
Neighborhood Outreach Meeting on January 15, 2003.
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"The State has never challenged a city on a zoning issue."
Jeff Crone, Senior Real Estate Officer, California State Dept. of
General Services. Note: that Dan Potash is the State’s consultant in
charge of selling BAREC and his boss is Jeff Crone.

"This governor's budget is a stinker and he does see developers and the rich
generally as more important than schools. Too few legislators have any spine
when it comes to really standing up for children.”
Delaine Eastin, former State Superintendent of Public Schools who
had as her theme "A Garden for Every School" and was able to
create over 3000 school gardens in California, January 2005.

"Santa Clara is the "Mission City" and an important part of our Mission was the
fruit trees and plants used to help the Indians farm the land. The plants
introduced by the early missionaries helped the Santa Clara Valley discover the
uniqueness of this Valley for growing food, especially fruit trees. As part of the
City's Mission City heritage we need a collection of the Mission Period plants.
Because of its history and the fact that it is set up for education and growing
plants with wells, irrigation systems, greenhouses, and a conference room,
BAREC is the best place to locate this collection. We also need such a place for
our students to study the relationship between man, history, ecology and plants
and we have no room on our campus for this. To be successful there are many
departments on campus which need such a place. Also, BAREC is adjacent to
public transportation which links it to the University and the Valley, an important
element for students.”

Dr. Russell Skowronek, Professor of Anthropology and Social

Sciences Dept., Santa Clara University :

‘Land is a non-renewable resource. It would seem shortsighted to make a dollar
at the expense of what has been a resource for the greater community.”
Vicki Moore, Greenbelt Alliance

"This property is unique in California. It is considered the State's leader in the
ruralfurban interface issues. We are fortunate to have it in the middle of our
metropolitan community with excelient public transportation to it. As we become
more urban, we will need it even more. It is also important that you recognize the
importance of its history to our community and to the State and encourage City,
State, and National Historical Registry status for it.

Because of its history and location, the potential to bring federal, state, and
private foundation money to your City is tremendous. The permanent jobs this
would create and the good it could bring would far outweigh a housing
development that will only make it look like the rest of our paved over Valley and
become a drain on the City's economy. The work done on the property could
send out new little business ideas all over your City and enrich it for years to
come. Santa Clara has been far-sighted in its solar energy policies. | urge you to
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continue your environmental leadership and vote to keep this historically
important piece of land agriculturally zoned.”
Ted Smith, Director of the Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition in a letter to
the Santa Clara City Council.

“The average acre of farmiand in San Francisco earns $123,000 per year.”
Michael Olson in Metro Farm, a Guide to Growing a Big Profit on a
Small Parcel of Land (http://www.metrofarm.com).

“I am writing you to encourage you to follow up on the Council's vote on March
18, 2003:

'Direct staff to explore opportunities to obtain funding to assist in purchasing
portions of the BAREC property The Committee directed Parks, Recreation and
Neighborhood Services staff to work with the City and County of Santa Clara to
explore funding opportunities including, but not limited to, submission of a joint
application for a Land and Water Conservation Fund Grant from the State of
California to assist in purchasing portions of the BAREC property, located in the
City of Santa Clara, to allow for continued agricultural/open space uses.’

The State has too quickly tried to sell this land to make it appear that your efforts
were in vain. Since | have not seen a follow up on your vote and since the City of
Santa Clara does not seem to know about your interests in helping them, |
request that you continue this good work.”
Ted Smith, Director of the Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition in a Letter to
the San Jose City Council.

"What was most missing in this process so far was fair and adequate public
notice of this proposed action, the deactivation of this BAREC research
operation, without discussion or resolution of or planning with respect to the two
critical questions: (1) Where and how else will the critical research BAREC now
conducts be conducted, assured? (2) How eise will this land be utilized? Since
our local municipalities have under law the full authority to authorize or refuse
any proposed change of zoning and use, we ask the State of California to begin
discussions with the City of Santa Clara regarding appropriate proposed
alternative usefs for that property.”

Senator John Vasconcellos and Assemblywoman Elaine Alquist in a

letter to Governor Davis and the UC President (January 3, 2000)

regarding BAREC

"This decision was made singularly between your administration and the
University of California, and slipped into the budget without any advance
notification to either the public or us at large. This is truly an abominable process.
We hope that you, your administration and the UC, will pledge never again to
undertake such a surreptitious action. Given the surreptitious manner in which
this deal was made between the UC and the Davis administration (i.e. the huge

Useful Quotes Page 4 of 6



budget document, at the fast minute, with no notice to anybody - local residents,
us, the local legislators that represent that area) this whole deal should be called
off, and the process legitimately renewed with full public notice and involvement."

This was the last letter about this very undemocratic process. The governor
never responded. This process has been continuing to erode community
confidence in the political process as the State’s consultants; the City staff and
the City’s elected officials have gotten more into the picture.”
Senator John Vasconcellos and Assemblywoman Elaine Alquist in a
follow-up letter to Governor Davis on March 9, 2000, since the letter dated
January 3, 2000 went unanswered.

"| am very sorry to say it but many people believe Jamie Matthews is much to
close to some developers."
A Santa Clara City Councilperson, April 23, 2003

“Tom Shanks of the Markula Center at the University helped the City along the
‘ethical’ process to our awards. This is no longer the same 'ethical’ City Council
as we had as recently as last year. The shadow of 'money influence' reaches out
far and further than before."

The same Santa Clara City Councilperson, August 4, 2003

"Senate Bill 2099 requires that the State’s Department of General Services make
the property available to other State Agencies. A State agency could indicate it
would like the property for its use and the property would be retained by the
State. After State Agencies have been advised, it is offered to City and County
agencies for their purposes or for one of three purposes: (1) the development of
affordable housing, (2) the development of educational facilities, and (3) for parks
and open space."

Dan Potash, State Department of General Services Consultant in

charge of selling BAREC stated this at a Neighborhood Outreach

Meeting on November 20, 2002.

NOTE: The Department of General Services has not followed this
process required by law. It has not offered BAREC to many State
Agencies nor to local City and County agencies. For example, the City of
San Jose expressed an interest in the property in March, 2003, before the
property was offered to a developer. Also, the University of California
Department of Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems is interested
in the property only if it is kept agriculturally zoned. These are only two
examples. -

“Sustainable agriculture is under attack in the United States. At a time when the

Bush administration is ballooning the U.S. defense budget to as much as $500
billion for the 2007 fiscal year (a massive 48% increase since 2001), itis also
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proposing to slash the modestly funded programs that help farmers transition
from using pesticides to more sustainable or organic agriculture.

These proposed cuts are shortsighted, because funding organics provides big
bang for the buck for USDA," observed Mark Lipson, Policy Program Director at
the Organic Farming Research Foundation. Whiie the U.S. market for organic
products enjoys consistent annual growth of as much as 20% a year, Lipson
points out that the United States is importing 90% more organic products than it
exports. Lipson believes one reason is that U.S. farmers "are getting minuscule
support for organic production," while other countries including Mexico and China
are embracing the organic market trend.”

Pesticide Action Coalition Newsletter, March 10, 2006

"I am surprised that our food supply has not been targeted by terrorists."
Tommy Thompson, President Bush's Secretary of Health and Human
Resources, December 2004

“Hey, farmer, farmer, put away that D.D.T., now!

Give me spots on my apples

But leave me the birds and the bees, please!

Don't it always seem to go

That you don't know what you've got till it's gone?

They paved paradise and put up a parking lot.”
Joni Mitchell, Big Yellow Taxi, 1969

“How do we know it's us without our past?”
John Steinbeck
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Fairview Gardens farm - Who We Are | Introduction http://www.fairviewgardens.org/who_intro.htm!

 The Center for Urban Agricul
2h8 ' et % %s‘i»" *
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Home

The H arrv est ' .
<+ = ==+ ... . The Center for Urban Agriculture at Fairview Gardens is a
Pragrams. Classes California non-profit organization that was established in
B Events 1997 to preserve and operate Fairview Gardens, the
Visiting the Farm historic fe.arnj where our p_roduct; are grown. Founded in
: CeeSween oo - 1893, Fairview Gardens is considered by some to be the
V‘Hl"?U al TOUF oldest organic farm in southern Caiifornia, and is now
 publications preserved in perpetuity through an agricuttural
conservation easement.

& Resources

Donate Fairview Gardens is situated in the midst of a growing
) Links suburban community in coastal southern California,
surrounded on all sides by tract homes, shopping malls,
Contact Us  and suburban thoroughfares. As a highly visible agricultural
Siyte Map parcel in a dense suburban environment, Fairview Gardens
plays a unique role in the community, providing its
neighbors with food, educational and cultural events, open
space and a connection to the land. The farm also
demonstrates the econcmic viability of smali farm
operations, and the potential of small, regionai farms to
feed their communities.

"Fairview Gardens is a landmark, a source of comfart to ali of us who fove
good farming and good food.” --Wendell Berry

On our twelve and a half acres, we produce a hundred different fruits and vegetables, feed
approximately five hundred families, and employ over twenty people. We also nourish the
community in less tangible ways, through cooking and gardening classes, workshops, farm
festivals, tours, lectures, apprenticeships, and outreach and consultation to schools and
communities nationwide.

The Center's mission is to preserve the agricultural heritage of this 100-year-oid farm;
provide the local community with fresh, chemical-free fruits and vegetables; demanstrate
the economic viability of sustainable agricultural methods for small farm operations;
research and interpret the connections between food, iand, and community weli being; and
nurture the human spirit through educational programs and public outreach both on and off
the farm.
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Fairview Gardens farm and the Center for Urban Agriculture
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Based on cne of the oldest
organic farms in California,
The Center for Urban
Agriculture at Fairview
Gardens has become an
internationally respected
model for small scale urban
food production, agricultural
land preservation, farm-based
education, and the integration
of farms and the communities
that they serve. A grand
experiment, spanning aover 30
years, the farm and the
non-profit Center have
nourished and inspired
thousands of people. We
welcome you to journey with
us through our fields and
orchards, and into the foods,
programs, publications and
resources that we offer.

N SEASON

Who We Are
The Harvest .

*rograms, Classes &7
Events & Calendar . |

e

SLIDE SHOW

1of3

Site hosting donated by The Earthville Network
Site development: Fat Eves

3/31/2006 9:53 AM



Fairview Gardens farm - Visiting the Farm | Introduction http://www fairviewgardens.org/visiting_intro.htm]

The Center

Gge g on
SE5EEY

Who'Wé Aré
The Harvest
. s - .. Hours
Pragrams, Classes

& Events

Por &

Qur produce stand is open every day from 10 am until 6 pm.

The farm is open to the public for seif-guided tours every day, from 10 am untif sunset,
DS TR except during rain and for three days after rain. We also offer guided tours of the farm, by
Publications arrangement.
i Resources

\ i}irtual“Tbkﬂ}

Deonate
Links
Contact Us
' Site Map |

Self-Guided Tours

For the adventurous farm tourist or the casual drop-in, we offer a self-guided tour with 23
different stations, each describing a particular aspect of the farm and our work. Our new
tour features large, full-calor interpretive panets with expanded text and color photos. The
tour highlights the farm's crops and techniques, and includes information on larger
agricultural and environmental issues such as biodiversity, soil erosion, and pesticide use,
making it an excellent introduction to sustainable agricutture.

Self-guided tours may be taken daily, seven days a week, between 10am and sunset.
Tours are not available during rain or for three days afterward to avoid soil compaction, or
when a scheduled workshop or event is taking place. Please check with the produce stand,
where the tour begins, and pick up a map before embarking.

back to top
Guided Tours

Throughout the year, thousands of individuals, from pre-schoolers and home schoolers to
college level environmental studies students, gardeners and food lovers, tour the farm.

Tours last from forty-five minutes to and hour and a haif, depending on the age and
interests of the group. We ask groups to book tours one month in advance. Fees vary
depending on the size of the group and the length of the tour.

We cater each tour to the particular group, depending on its background, interests, and age
ievel. To make the tour experience more meaningful and more complete, we encourage
groups to view the film about us, ‘Bayond Oraanic,” and to read the bocks On Geod Land
and Fron: the Good Earth, prior to their tour,

lof2 3/31/2006 9:53 AM



Fairview Gardens farm - Programs | Introduction http://www fairviewgardens.org/classes_intro.htm}

Home
Wha We Are; Frograms
~'The Harve,t ) ) .
- As a community farm with an educational
mission, we seek 1o nourish not only the
O body but the mind and spirit as well.
Visiting the Fa rm Fairview Gardens’ community programs
- include workshops, tours, lectures, cocking
Virtual Tour and gardening classes, apprenticeships,
"~ and outreach and consuitation to schools
and communities nationwide.

iy

Pubfica'tions
B Resources

Donate
Links
Canta ct Us
Site Map
2006 Program Calendar
ONGOING
Guided Tours
Self-Guided Tours
Apprenticeships
Farm to School Programs
Downioadable Registration Form
Printable files require Acrobat Reader to open. Click here to downfoad software.
@ZJUZFBI{V!EW Gardens AH nghfs Reserved Phone: 805-857-7360 Fax: 967-0188

o

E-mail: mail@fairviewgardens;org

Home | Who We Are | Harvest | Pregrams, Classes & Events | Visiting the Farm

Virtual Tour | Publications & Resources | Donate | Links | Contact Us | Site Map

1 of 1 3/31/2006 9:52 AM



FROM : GUADALUPE COYOTE RCD FAX NO. : 4889938728 Sep. 16 20@S B4:47PM P1

GUADALUPE - COYOQTE
RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT

283 NORTH FIRST UTREET 1AM. 204, SAN JOSE. CA 951128318
OFFIOE 140R) £88-5888  FAX (408) 093-8728 emall: gercd @ paobeli.nat

July 25. 2005

M. T. Frank Davidson

State of California, Department of General Services, Real Estate Services
707 West 3™ Street, Suite 6-130
West Sacramento, CA 95605

RE: Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District’s request to transter
BAREC’s ownership from the Stute to a non-profit and desire to annex BAREC

Dear Mr. Davidson:

This week the Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District Board (GCRCD) met
1o discuss the Bay Acrea Research Extension Center (BAREC) on Winchester Blvd, in
Santa Clara. The Board unanimously voted to:

1. Support keeping BAREC agriculwrally zoned and in open space:

2. Annex BAREC into GCRCD;

3. Work with the State of California to determine the ways BAREC’s ownership can
be transferred 1o a non-profit so it will forever remain as open space and for the
public good. We understand there has already been an offer by VIVA 1o purchase
BAREC and rthis should be considered.

4. Create programs and alliances on BAREC that would enhance GCRCD’s Mission
Statement. A copy of our Mission Staterment is attached.

The above is exoremely {mporrant 1o our agency as it helps us to fulfill our state mandated
Mission Statement. There is no other similar piece of land which has such a rich
agricultura history in Santa Clara County and which could help us more.

Since the State is legally required to first offer BAREC to State governments and districts
and did not and since GCRCD is 3 Siate/Regional Agency; the GCRCD’s opinion is that
we legally have the right 1w request the Department of General Services to halt your
current BAREC plans and offer the site to us. Since the Statc did not offer BAREC to the
GCRCD, we are requesting that you do so now.

"We look forward to working with you regarding this very important historical land.

Sincerely,

"W tWé’fl‘.: j"w

L L
Lawrence Johmann, President
Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District



The High Price of Cheap Food over lunch with Michael Pollan

HELEN C. WAGENVOORD May 2 2004 San Francisco Chronicle

If you're reading this on a fair Sunday, journalist Michael Polian is probably in his garden. That's
where he harvests a lot of his ideas for his award-winning books and articles on what's far dinner
and how it got to our piate.

Orville Schell, dean of the UC Berkeley Schoo! of Journalism, persuaded Pollan, former editor of
Harper's magazine and contributing editor to the New York Times Magazine, to move his family
from their Connecticut farm to Berkeley to accept a newly endowed chair to teach science and
technology journalism. Schell raves about Pollan's “food chain” journatlism, crediting him with
creating "a whole world of reporting that didn't exist before: covering the world of agricuiture from
womb to tomb." ‘

Pollan, 48, is probably best known for his most recent, best-selling bock, "The Botany of Desire;
A Piant's-Eye View of the World," which profiles four plants that have played starring roles in
human history: the apple, potato, tulip and marijuana. He exposes folk hero Johnny Appleseed as
an importer of cheap hard cider to the weary settlers of the American frontier. He divuiges that
astronomer Cari Sagan did some of his best thinking while stoned. His baok shows how these
plants have played human sensibilities {ike a violin, seducing us into filling our fields and gardens
with their species.

| met Pollan for junch at Alice Waters' Chez Panisse restaurant. Chez Panisse serves up gourmet
dishes made from local and organic foods and serves as a rebuttal to industrial agricuiture in our
fast-food nation. It seemed like the right place to discuss our country's mealpolitik.

Despite the fact that Pollan just moved to the Bay Area in August, when we meet at the
restaurant in January, | feel a little like we've just walked into his neighborhood diner. "Hi,
Michael,” "Hey, Michael," "Hey, | just borrowed your book from the library" is the Doppler of
greetings he receives from the waitstaff as | follow his tall, lean form to our corner table at the
back of the restaurant.

Obviously, he's been here before -- his 11-year-old son learned his favorite way to fry Yukon Gold
potatoes from Waters (boil and peel them, then fry them in olive oil) -- and the restaurant staff
clearly likes him. Pollan's friendly. He grins broadly when he laughs. Dressed in a navy blue
sweater, jeans, black tennis shoes, wearing dark-framed, round glasses and schlepping a red
backpack, he looks like an older grad student rather than a famous writer whose articles have
been making trouble for corporate food conglomerates.

One of Pollan’s signature articles is "Power Steer” (New York Times Magazine, March 31, 2002},
in which he buys a steer and details its life from calfhood to slaughter. He writes, typically, from
the vantage point of a curious and open-minded John Q. Public. His interest in covering the beef
industry was sparked by a drive past the choking stench and endless black sea of cows packed
into Harris Ranch's feedlot off Highway 5. He was also morbidly fascinated by the "bioiogical
insanity" of the industry's practice of feeding cows to cows. As a resuit of his chroniciing of a
cow's journey from birth to steak, the market for grass-fed beef grew, Pollan was a key contact for
journalists covering the beef industry in the wake of the recent mad cow flap, and his son lost his
appetite for fast-food hamburgers.

Andrew Kimbrell, who directs the Center for Food Safety, an advocacy organization that
watchdogs food standards and practices, said Pollan's article "Piaying God in the Garden™ (New



York Times Magazine, Oct. 10, 1998), in which Pollan plants Monsanto’s genetically modified
potatoes in his garden and digs into the controversies surrounding genetically modified crop
plants, "brought more attention to the issue of genetically modified foods than any other article.
We were suddenly contacted by members of Congress and philanthropists who had been absent
on the issue."

Monsanto paid attention, too. Philip Angeil, the director of corporate communications, issued a
company statement saying Pollan's article lacked "a degree of objectivity, a commitment to the
facts, and a willingness to consider the full range of viewpoints” and failed to cite scientists,
agricultural experts or articles, which the company had provided Pollan, on the benefits of
agriculturai biotechnology.

When | ask him about Monsanto's statement (which the company has kept posted on its Web site
for several years), Pollan has to be reminded of the charges against him. Then he starts
remembering. The letter was, if anything, a relief to Pollan. "I thought, phew, 1 didn't get any of the
facts wrong. There really wasn't any substantive criticism of my article.” He suggests the letter
may have been written by Angell to keep his job after he provided Pollan with the foliowing quote
for his article: "Monsanto should not have to vouchsafe the safety of biotech food. Our interest is
in selling as much of it as possible.”

Pollan's New York City-based agent was horrified by the prospect of Pollan's move to California
from the East Coast, says Schell, who uses the same agent. Schell explains that New York's
literati think a move to California places a writer at great risk of drowning in a hot tub or becoming
soft and strange and taking up hobbies like yoga.

Pollan initially turned down Schell's job offer for different reasons {he was pretty happy in
Connecticut), but upon closer scrutiny, he "decided this could be an interesting adventure. | saw
some resonance between what | was doing, the issues | was focusing on and this part of the
world.” So he moved his family from their farm in rural Connecticut to a rambling house with a
large kitchen they've rented in the Eimwood district. He has planted vegetables and herbs in the
garden and is having to retrain himself as a West Coast gardener, a process he finds "daunting,
weird and perverse.”

After living in the country, his family enjoys being able to walk to everything. "I think I'm one of the
few people who moved to California and started using his car less.” His 11-year-old son recently
exclaimed, "Dad, | love being able to walk around the block and actually see something.” Pollan
explains that in their.home in Connecticut, “we could see a iot but it was mostly oak frees.” His
wife still spends her time looking at trees. She is Judith Belzer, a landscape artist he met when
they were both at Bennington College in the late 1970s. She has been spending time with the
coast tive oaks. Through her paintings, Polfan has noticed "the quality of light is different here.
The bark on the trees is so thin, perhaps because of the less brutal climate, it looks like skin. it
makes the branches and trees look more animate. "

He and his wife edit each others' work: He will look at her canvases and comment on the parts
that work; she in turn reads his drafts and gives him important feedback from the vantage point of
“a true reader, that increasingly rare person who reads simply for the sheer pleasure and not
because she's in the business.”

Since the move, his family's grocery bills have gone up because it's now much easier to find
things like organic non-homogenized milk and grass-fed beef, the type of thing he could only get
from farmers when he lived in Connecticut. "it's a very seductive lifestyle here. In rural
Connecticut, you had to work harder to find interesting people, interesting places te exercise, and
interesting food. Here it's all just handed to you."



To start his lunch, he orders the Cannard Farm chicory salad with Dungeness crab, because
“everything you get from Cannard Farm is great." Cannard farm, he explains, doesn't look like a
typical farm; it is more "weedy. " Mingling weeds with crops adds vitality to the system, the farmer
believes. Pollan’s not too quick to scoff at this unconventional practice. In his first, award-winning
book "Second Nature: A Gardener's Education,” Polian writes, "The successful gardener, I've
found, approaches science and folk wisdom, even magic, with like amounts of skepticism and
curiosity. if it works, then it's 'true’. Good gardeners tend to be flat-out pragmatists not particularly
impressed with science.”

Alice Waters appears at our table, her smooth, fluminous face looking younger than her nearly 60
years. She has said on more than one occasion, without apparent jest, that she wants Polian to
run for president, with Eric Schlosser, author of "Fast Food Nation," as his running mate. Pollan
demurs and jckes that neither of them have enough hair. As Waters and Pollan start talking about
food and politics, it's clear that it's been an ongoing conversaticn. Then, Waters invites us down
to sample some grass-fed beef with her staff after junch.

Waters was so moved by a talk Pollan gave about grass-fed beef over a year ago that she pulied
corn-fed beef from her menu. She was troubled to learn that feeding a cow corn, rather than the
grass it has evolved to eat, transforms it from a solar-powered to a fossil-fueled animal. Corn
requires more nitrogen fertilizer (made from natural gas) and pesticides {made from petroieum)
than any other food crop. Furthermore, she learned, as he wrote in "Power Steer™. "... many of the
health problems associated with eating beef are really problems with cornfed beef,” as he found
out that the "meat of grass-fed livestock not only had substantially less fat than grain-fed meat but
that the type of fats found in grass-fed meat were much heatthier.”

Making the switch, though, has not been easy for the restaurant. Grass- fed beef is more
expensive, its quality inconsistent and the now-small industry faces challenges with distribution.
So Waters is having a hard time finding beef that will make the cut. Pollan explains, "It's an issue
where she wants to do the right thing, but with her commitment to quality it's complicated to do
the right thing."

After lunch, we head downstairs, where the air is heavy and warm with the scent of platters of
flank, skirt and ribeye steaks and spareribs. A table brims with a dozen plates of giistening,
medium-rare strips of beef.

Since Pollan is full after the pizza he had after his salad, he playfully asks Waters for a spittoon
"like you have at a wine tasting." She buzzes into the kitchen and returns to heft a large spittoon
onto the table. He assures her he was just joking, but she's not laughing. "You may need it with
some of these samples,” she says grimly, as she alsc sets down glasses of Claret "for washing it
down."

He turns to the plates with the vigor and confidence of a surgeon, cutting off chunks while staff at
the next table look on and do post-mortems on which, if any, of the beef samples will make it to
the menu. Pollan singies out his favorite samples and explains why he enjoys grass-fed beef. "|
feel so much lighter after a meal of grass-fed beef compared with the ‘assault' you experience
with corn-fed beef. | also enjoy cooking my meat rare, and with grass-fed beef | can do that
without worrying about the health risks.”

The market barriers for grass-fed beef and locally grown organic foods are similar. Especially
without the boost of subsidies, such food is simply more expensive. Proponents for industrial
agricuiture have glommed onto this issue, charging that organic foods and grass-fed beef are
overpriced, overrated foodstuffs available only to an economic elite. Industriai agriculture and
factory farming, on the other hand, they argue, provide America with cheap and widely available
food.



Cne of the loudest defenders of this point is the Center for Consumer Freedom, which scoffs at
what they characterize as Pollan’s opposition to cheap food. The organization is funded by large
food corporations, including Monsanto and Tyson. Pollan says the group was originally
established to defend the tobacco industry but now rallies to the defense of food corporations.
Regardiess of the issue, their tactic is to attack the messenger. There are three articles on CCF's
Web site slamming Pollan’'s journalistic credibility. A recent headline charged: "New York Times
Magazine Writer Allies With Radical Food Activists,” referring to a panel Pollan staged at UC
Berkeley titied "The Politics of Obesity: Confronting Our National Eating Disorder,” which
examined the factors fattening the country, inciuding cheaper prices for processed foods high in
fat and sugar.

"The industrial food chain does produce food more cheaply, in terms of the price you pay at
McDonald's or the supermarket,” replies Polian, "but the real cost of cheap food is not reflected in
those prices. You're paying for it in your tax dollars because you're giving farmers $20 billion a
year in subsidies. You're paying for it in public health costs. These subsidies make unhealthy
‘food cheaper than healthy food, and so our country is facing an obesity epidemic. The antibiotics
you need for your son's illness don't work anymore because we've squandered themn all on farm
animals. We can't take fish from the Guif of Mexico because of the nitrogen runoff from
agricultural fertilizers. The people of Des Moines, lowa, have to drink bottled water in the summer
because their water is poisoned. Those are ali costs. The phrase | use is the high cost of cheap
food.'"

He doesn't really buy the elitism argument, either. "This is a point Eric Schlosser makes: A great
many social movements begin with the elite. Just because a movement is elitist, we shouldn't
dismiss it. The abolition and women's suffrage movements were ‘elitist.’ The elite have more time
and freedom to deal with some of these issues. If a movement stays elitist, though, that's a
problem.”

In "Behind the Organic-Industrial Complex” (New York Times, May 13, 2001), Pollan examines
the ingredients in an organic TV dinner while standing in the frozen food aisle of his grocery store,
and then traces the evolution of the organic food industry from a fringe movement yielding dirt-
caked fruits and vegetables sold by a few impassioned hippies to a widely available, often
processed foodstuff produced by large corporations and sold by major grocery chains.

In the article, he quotes one of the pioneering organic farmers of the '70s, who is now a vice
president at General Miils, Gene Kahn. Kahn explains his controversial career shift; "This is just
tunch for most people. Just junch. We can call it sacred, we can talk about communion but it's just
funch, " and, "unless organic food 'scales up’ it will never be anything more than yuppie food.”
Still, Polian tends to side with the organic ideologues who think industrial agriculture and
processed foods are counter to the true spirit of organic.

Polian doesn't quite resolve how to bring more of this slow food to a fast food nation that is only
speeding up, fueled by corporate powers of production and distribution. He does point out the
power of the individual consumer and the importance of being vigilant about legislative decisions
in Washington. it's also important to remember that this is journalism Pollan is practicing. Just
journalism. Pollan leaves it to the reader to decide what should be done, although he wili explain,
with all the facts registered, that he's personally decided to favor locally produced, organic whole
foods.

When | ask Waters why she thinks Pollan's writing is so effective, she pauses and chooses her
words with the same care with which she chooses her produce: "He has a voice that is so
unpretentious and so informed. Sometimes these discussions about food get too intellectual or
too 'alternative.’ But he has a voice that speaks to the mainstream and it brings along the
intellectuals as well. it's his sense of humor and how he brings the reader along when he is
exploring an issue."



He brings the reader along, in part, by using creative, hands-on approaches to research. in
addition to buying his own beef calf to better understand factory farming, and planting a few
genetically modified potatoes to compare them with his own bug-bitten spuds, he's planted
poppies and spent several stress-filled months exploring whether he could be arrested for
growing opium-producing poppies for ornamentai purposes. He test-drove vegetarianism white he
wrote an article about it. .

But he didn't become a vegetarian. Pollan wears a leather jacket. He had braised shank of lamb
for dinner the other night and he freely admits that he enjoys eating meat. "l looked at the
environmentat issues and | realized vegetarianism wasn't necessarily the answer. If we were ail
vegetarian, it would still require a huge industrial food system because there are parts of the
country where you can't grow fruits and vegetables. For example, there are certain landscapes,
like the rocky landscapes of New England, where animals are the best way to get protein from the
land, not row crops. If you really want to conform food chain to place, meat has to be a part of it.
We should be eating less meat, especially with 70 percent of our country's grain going to feed
animals. Yes, we'd be better off with more vegetarians, but I'm not going to be one of them." At
the end of the day, and at the end of most of his articles, Pollan doesn't believe in absolutist
approaches. "We don't need one kind of food chain; we need 10. Monocuiture is as much of a
mental problem as an agricultural one.”

His interest in the connections between food and the garden date back to childhood. in "Second
Nature,” he recounts growing up in a Long Island suburb, the only Jewish family in a Catholic
neighborhood, with a father whe refused to mow the front lawn, much to the chagrin of the
manicured neighborhood (another seminal Pollan article is titled "Why Mow? The Case Against
Lawns" published in the New York Times Magazine, May 28, 1289, in which he advocates
replacing fawns with gardens). He was also influenced by his Russian immigrant grandfather,
who started out selling produce from a horse cart but eventually made his fortunes in produce
and then real estate. His grandfather "planted exclusively those varieties sold by the supermarket
chains ... he preferred a (theoretically) marketable crop to a tasty one.”

The editor at the New York Times Magazine, whom Pollan describes as "a great casting director”
recognized how much Pollan’s gift for making connections enriched his coverage and
encouraged him to focus on food issues. Pollan observes, "The more ! write about food, the more
I'm surprised by where i'm taken. Writing about beef took me to corn, which took me to the Guif of
Mexico, which has become so poliuted from nitrogen runoff from fertilizers, to the Persian Gulf,
where we go to defend this oil supply that is the real feedstock of our agricuiture. Twenty percent
of our fossil-fuel consumption goes to agriculture; the average itern of food travels 1,500 miles
before it gets to your piate. Our food economy depends on a cheap energy supply. So what we
are eating is connected with our involvement in the Gulf."

Science coverage is where political journalism was before Watergate, opines Poltan, "not nearly
independent or investigative enough, and teco reliant on scientists and their journals to determine
what constitutes 'news’ in the field ... [M]uch of what passes for journaiism today never gets to the
second step. The greater journalistic challenge is to piace these developments in the proper ...
contexts ... as when genetically modified crops are examined through the lens of ecology -- but
also that of politics, economics, culture, history, business, etc. This is the direction in which | see
science journalism evolving, and the prospect of speeding that evolution by helping to educate a
generation of new science journalists excites me.”

Pollan discussed his current book project at the end of our lunch, as he poured a cup of tisane
from a clear glass teapot filled with hot water and gracefully floating leaves of iemon verbena. The
book is "divided into three parts, each about a different one of our food chains. Each food chain
has a farm at one end and a meal at the other.” The first part covers the "industrial” food chain,
“from a farm in Jowa to probably a meal frem McDonald's or Kentucky Fried Chicken eaten in a
car at 60 miles per hour.” The second part is the "post-industriai” food chain, and he's not sure



what that will look like yet. The last part of the book will be the most personal, the "first-person
food chain or hunter-gatherer.” This will "cover the food you grow, hunt and catch yourself. That
will get into the most intimate issue with food and our relationship to other species.

"It's great to be working on this book in Berkeley, at the university. My premise is that we're eating
more corn. You can use the natural and social history of corn, that one plant, to illuminate the
entire industrial food chain. Our sweetener is corn, our meat is all corn-fed and ali of our
processed food is basicaily com- and soy-based. We've been cornified, It turns out there are
researchers on campus able to study the nutritional composition of people's diets by taking a
strand of hair or slip of a fingernail and analyzing where the carbon comes from. So we're setting
up some experiments to test how.cornified we have become. | don't think we'll use me, though,
because | avoid so much of that food now that I'm less corny than | used to be."

I ask him what we all should be doing as we hunt and gather in the grocery aisles. "“It's about
asking questions and knowing more. The more you know, the better you become at making good
decisions for your health and the environment,” he says, "and the more you realize that those are
not separate issues. The other day | saw a woman ask the person behind the meat counter if the
salmon was wild or farmed. When she heard it was farmed, she turned around and left the store.
That sends a very powerful message."

Helen C. Wagenvoord writes from Qakland and is often hungry. She eats local, organic food
interspersed with the occasional bag of peanut butter M&Ms.



CONTINUITY

Volume 16, No. 3

Dedicated 1o Preserving San José's Architectural Heritage

Fall/Winter 2005

INSIDE

COVER STORY

PRESERVATION ISSUES
President’s Message

Juana Briones House
Preservation Celebration 2005
Where's Pellier Park?

“The Dog” Watchdog Report
Winchester Musical Event

On the Radar

L = I ]

PAC*S] NEWS

10 National Trust in San Jose

11 Calendar

11 Palm Haven Pillars

12 Major Donors & Corporate
Sponsors

13 2005 Members

PRESERVATION ARTICLES
14 Haunted By Sarah
16 SJ] Woman’s Club
17 Summer Salvage Sale Success
19 They Left Their Mark:
Birge Clarke; Palo Alto Architect
21 BAREC Threatened
22 Civil War Plaque for New
Almaden
23 Membership Form
24 Board and Staff Rosters

Megan Bellue

programs.

PAC*SJ’s New Director

Meet Megan Bellue, the new Executive Di-
rector for PAC*S]. Megan comes to us with
a wealth of preservation experience and hit
the ground running when she started with

us in December.

Most recently Megan was an Associate Plan-
ner with the City of Sacramento, working
closely on the review process of projects re-
lated to historic properties. She also re-
viewed Environmental Impact Reports,
managed historic resources surveys and
monitored their compliance with industry
and federal standards.

While with the City of Sacramento she also interacted with the City’s Design
Review Preservation Board and the City Council.

Megan has over 10 years of preservation experience, including several years
with the National Trust for Historic Preservation in Washington, D.C. While
with the Trust she managed the Forum Online magazine and oversaw the ex-
pansion of that as a nationwide resource for the preservation community. She

also managed the Preservation Leadership Training and other Trust training

Her extensive preservation experience also includes serving as the Executive
Director of the National Alliance of Preservation Commissions based in Athens,

Georgia and with the Preservation Action in Washington, D.C.
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PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE

As my two terms as president of
PAC*S] come to a close, I am
optimistic about historic preservation
in San Jose. Our newly hired
executive director, Megan Bellue,
certainly adds to this rosy outlook.
Looking back, we should feel proud
of our many accomplishments. Most
notably, saving the front office at the

G.E. site, prevailing in two lawsuits
Fox-Markovitz and IBM buildings and
providing a free movie night to educate the public about
the history of the Valley of Hearts Delight. Also, we are
partnering with the National Trust, local neighborhood
groups and the city of San Jose to develop conservation
districts. = We are continuing our ongoing advocacy
efforts to educate our city leaders as to the importance of
preserving San Jose’s rich heritage. Garage sales, salvage
sales, two very successful gala events, a house tour,

over the

membership drives, grants and generous donations were
integral to our success and financial stability.

I would like to thank all of the volunteers, businesses,
Board and staff for their contributions. I would
especially like to thank Joe Melehan who has served as
acting president since September in my absence. I know
with his wealth of experience in local business along with
serving as Vice President and chairing the gala, house
tour and film events, he is well prepared to be an
outstanding president.

These events have been rewarding and successful.
Having the opportunity to spend time with a wonderful
group of individuals with a shared commitment to
historic preservation has been priceless. But now is not
the time to rest on our laurels.
administration undervalues our heritage more than any

Our city’s present

other time in recent history. We must work to keep them

accountable through continued public education
advocacy. Historic preservation helps define San Jose,
instilling pride and promoting local businesses. Here’s to

you, PAC SJ!!

JIM ZETTERQUIST
PAC*S] 2005 PRESIDENT
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I would like to begin by
congratulating our current
President, Jim Zetterquist, on
the outstanding job he has
done as our leader for the
past two years. Everyone
associated with PAC*S]
should be aware of the
strides we made
towards enhancing preservation in our community.
This is in no small part due to Jim’s hard work and
dedication. He brought new ideas, new events, and
new passion to what often seemed like a steep,
uphill battle.

have

Of course Jim could not have done this alone. He
challenged our Board, membership and staff to
work with equal enthusiasm to help preserve the
structures that are such a vital part of keeping our
magnificent history alive.

I believe we met his challenge. T hope over the next
year you will continue to do the same.

This is an exciting time for PAC*S]. The future is
bright. We have great people as part of our
organization. [ welcome input from the Board,
members and staff in an effort to reach our
potential. I will need your help. I do not have a
background in preservation, but I know PAC*§] has,
as a part of our network, this area’s foremost
authorities in that field.

I hope we will be able to replicate the successes we
have had over the past few years. Together we can
help make San Jose the place it rightfully should be.

The reason I became involved in PAC*S] remains
the reason I am still involved today: “Preservation is
good for business”.

JOE MELEHAN
PAC*S]J 2006 PRESIDENT-ELECT
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PAC*S]Js New Director

Continued from page 1

Megan earned a Master of Arts degree in History and Historic Preservation from George Washington
University, Washington, D.C. and a Bachelor of Arts degree in History from UCLA.

From the moment of her appointment as Executive Director of PAC*S], Megan started familiarizing herself
with PAC*5] and our issues. Megan is looking forward to meeting PAC*S]’s many members and volunteers.
Please join the Board in welcoming Megan to the San Jose community.

WELCOME MEGAN!

Willow Ranch Resident,
Drew Beveridge

CONTINUITY

is published quarterly by the “Three years ago my wife and I were able io realize

PRESERVATION ACTION COUNCIL OF SAN JOSE one of our dreams by moving o Willow Ranch.

We fove this neighborhood!” - Drew
The opinions expressed by contributors are not

necessarily those of PACS] itself. For aver twenty years, Drew has been helping clients make wise

mortgage decisions ... decisions that allow them to realize thesr

Editors: Gayle Frank & Dawn Hopkins dreamst

For financing help with the purchase or refinance of your home,
. . consult with Drew Bevendge. Drew and his team of Vicki B.,
info@preservation.org OR Jennifer and Vikikd H. will be happy to help you.
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ALAIN PINEL

REALTORS

634 North Santa Cruz Avenue
THE RUCKER MANSION HOUGHTON DONNER MANSION

418 South 3 Street, San Jose 156160 E, Saint John, San Jose

W 1890s Victorian-Queen Anne Mansion Lotsizeis IRROSF

and carriage house
, ) R X . Two free standing structures, oneisa four plex
"Two of San Jose’s most historic and beauti- Impeceably maintained 8 unit apart- and theo impressive historic 9 urit
Ak Victorians are 1now ava ment building and separate carriage Houghtan Donner Mansion with 2000 com-
ful landmark Victorians are now available house located in the heart of downtown bined square footage

for sale. Call agent for information. San Jose

Zoning CG General Commercial

xcellent investment and “True Pride
f Ownership” of the most beautiful Visible high kaffic comer location ene block
landmark Victorian in the area. from the new San Jose Civic Center

NORVAL NELSON & MIKE RUGANI ~ * Offered at 1,795,000 Oftered at 61995000

408.591.1009 or 408.315.1716
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Juana Briones House Under Threat

The California Historical Landmark No. 524, the
“Juana Briones de Miranda House” located at 4155
Old Adobe Road in the City of Palo Alto is threatened

with demolition.

Briones was the second owner of Rancho La Purisima
Concepcion, which she purchased in 1844 or 1845 for
$300. After a nearly twenty year battle to keep her
rightful ownership, Briones was finally granted free
title in 1871,

acre rancho to her children, but Briones ¢ontinued to

She sold portions of the original 4,400

live in her home until the early 1880s. Her youngest
daughter, Refugio Miranda de Mesa, received 40
acres from Briones, including the main house and out
structures. The home was sold to Charles P. Nott in
1900, who significantly modified the structure over

time.

A 1969 assessment of the Briones House, performed
by a well-known architect and historian, Volney
Chase, concluded that the living rooms and the stair

hall were part of the original structure. The construc-
| tion of the original house, built in 1846-1847, is not of
the typical adobe brick style commonly used in early
California, but a rare construction method that en-
cased earthen adobe material inside a crate-style
wooden framing. This construction style of the origi-
nal one and a half story home was discovered within

some of the interior walls. The Juana Briones de

Miranda House is a
unique artifact of nine-
teenth century California.
Not only is the style of
construction of the
Briones house historically

significant, but also its

owner was one of the few

A likeness of what is thought to  WOIMen land owners in

resemlile Juana Briones.

Juana Briones House

early California. She was one of very few Mexican women
who purchased a land grant instead of inheriting it.
Juana Briones built her own home, was an enterprising
business woman, a rancher, a folk healer, and a noted hu-

manitarian in the Santa Clara and San Francisco counties.

The Briones house is significant because it may be the
longest continuously lived-in structure in Santa Clara
County history and the oldest surviving structure on this
side of Santa Clara Mission. The house was badly dam-
aged in the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake. The Juana
Briones Heritage Foundation (JBHF) is attempting to pur-
chase the property to prevent its destruction. If success-
ful, there are plans to restore the house, develop gardens
to study plants used by Briones, and perform archaeologi-
cal work to uncover potential Ohlone settlements. m

For more information and schedule of events visit

www.brioneshouse.org.

Source: Albert M. Camarillo, Professor of
History, Stanford University and
Doug Graham, Baron Park Historian

Page 4

Continuity Fall/Winter 2005 PAC*S] PO Box 2287, San José CA 95109-2287

www.preservation.org




6" Annual Preservation Celebration Success

Two hundred and fifty
cowpokes and cowgirls
enjoyed a balmy night at
the History Park on
September 24t . OQut-
standing entertainment
featured Cowgirl Chryle,
Cowboy Ron and Cow-
boys of the Old West who
almost strung up the 2006

Preservation Hero Gentleman
Jack Douglas wears hisnew  Preservation Hero Jack

medal while signing copies of Douglas.
his latest book .

E Clampus Vitas (Clampers) members barbequed the
meal served by San Jose State students from Alpha Phi
Omega service fraternity. Many thanks to our partner
restaurants: Henry’s World Famous Hi-Life, Sam’s
Barbeque, Los Gatos Roasting Company and Hobee's.
At 8:00 pm the Light Tower was illuminated, spread-
ing a glow throughout the park. Board member Kayla
Kurucz and the National Trust’s West Coast Director
Anthea Hartig conducted a special live auction raising
funds for the Katrina relief.

Cowboy Ron
and Cowgirl

strate their

Brand, a dear

friend of
PAC*S].

Farm®
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Chyrle demon-

roping skills on
the late Walter

Watch our web site for pictures of Celebration live auction events
as they occur: Deb Wible’s Haunted San Jose, Leonard McKay’s
tour of his art collection at the History Park, Steinberg Architect
Ernie Yamane’s stroll through the new City Hall, Nancy
Newlins’s lunch and
tour of the Hayes
Mansion, Kitty
Monahan’s tour of the
New Almaden Quick-
silver Mines as well as
tours by Tom McEnery
and Alan Hess. And of

course Maria Brand’s

£

ever popular 5-course The Flynn Family discuss dinner plans with

German dinner will be  Maria Brand who donated a German dinner for

eagerly anticipated. six for the Celebration Auction.

A Celebration Auction Event: Lunch with Deb Wible,
Leonard McKay, Tracy Thorpe, and host Tom McEnery.

Please patronize our sponsors:

Alain Pinel Realtors, Anchor MARVIN BAMBURG, AlA

Steam Brewing, Apruval, Capital PRESIDENT

Properties, General Electric,
Gordon Biersch Brewing Com-

pany, Henry’s World Famous 1176 LiNcOLN AVENUE

San Joseg, CA 95125
%, 408/297-0288
EAX 408/297-0384
bamburg@pacbell.net

Hi-Life Restaurant, Heritage
Bank of Commerce, Hobee’s
Restaurant, ] Lohr Winery, Los
Gatos Roasting Company,
Mission Ale, Monitor Mortgage,
Pacific Gas and Electric, Sam's
Bar-B-Que, and Steinberg Archi-
tects.

www.preservation.org
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Where’s Pellier Park?

In July 2005, Pellier Park, a San Jose City landmark,
was demolished. Barry Swenson, the developer of the
parcel immediately east of the park asked and received
permission from the city to scrap the park in order to
use the site as a staging area for the construction of
Park Towers, a new residential development. Mr.
Swenson will rebuild the park as part of his agreement
with the city.

What is the problem you ask? Clearly, the park has
fallen into disrepair and needs to be rehabilitated any-
way. The problem is that a new park proposal was
never presented to the San Jose Historic Landmarks
Commission, nor was a request for demolition brought
to the Commission. No one in the historic community
even realized the park was threatened. Projects impact-
ing City landmarks are required to come to the Com-
mission for review. Somehow this project fell through
the cracks.

So where are we now? Before we go foward, we need
to go back into the history of the park. The land for the
park was offered to the City of San Jose by the Pellier
family for half its value in an effort to honor their an-
cestors, the Pellier brothers, who introduced the prune
to the Santa Clara Valley. An effort to raise the funds to
purchase the land was spearheaded by Leonard Mc
Kay and Jim Arbuckle. Their idea was to turn this
small piece of land into a prune orchard reminiscent of
the valley’s heritage. Successful in their endeavor, with

Fences, signs, and trailers where the park used to be.
5000000000000 0000000000000
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Looking at what was Pellier Park, behind the Fallon Statue

help from many volunteers and donors, Misters McKay
and Arbuckle raised the money for the land and the
park. Pellier Park was donated to the City of San Jose
during the City’s Bi-Centennial in 1977. The park was
also made a City Landmark that year.

So, now for the now, the City of San Jose has recog-
nized its mistake and is going to take the design of the
new park back through the proper channels. A steering
committee has been formed consisting of Leonard
McKay, Bonnie Bamburg (an early supporter of the
original park), Historic Landmarks Commissioner, Pat
Columbe, Parks and Recreation Commissioner, Jim
McDonald, a member of the Pellier family and several
members of Preservation Action Council*S]. The pur-
pose of the steering committee is to develop a park de-
sign that incorporates the original intentions for the
park. Once the steering committee has developed the
preliminary design, community meetings will be held
to elicit public input. The design will then be reworked
to incorporate the public’s suggestions. The next step
will be to take the park design to the Landmarks Com-
mission and the Park and Recreation Commission for
their input, and hopefully, approval. The City Council
will give the final approval. It is anticipated that the
final park design will go to the Council in early spring.

(Continued on page 7)
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Once all the approvals have been given, Barry Swenson
Builders will begin construction of the turnkey park
which will then be given back to the City. The end of
the story should hold a bright future for a much ne-
glected park: a park once again worthy of honoring the
contributions of the Pellier family. m

Judi Henderson LRE A
]
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The Winchester Ghost Stories Revisited

The World Premier of the new musical,
The Haunting of Winchester, was pro-
duced by the San Jose Repertory Theater
in September of 2005. This musical was
written by local composer, Craig
Bohmler and librettist, Mary Bracken
Phillips. On September 11%, PAC* Sj
partnered with the Pioneers of Santa
Clara Valley to hold a reception on the
veranda of the Rep featuring interesting
perspectives on Sara Winchester and her
unique house, from Leslie Dill
(architect), April Halberstadt (historian/
author), and the Director of the musical, Michael Butler.
After the reception and delicious finger food, members
thoroughly enjoyed the creative and exciting perform-
ance of the musical. The script, music, set, lighting, and
acting were excellent and the function was a great suc-
cess. See pages 14 and 15 for excerpts of the historic per-
spectives presented by April Halberstadt at the recep-
tion. W

1712 Stone Avenue #1, San Jose, CA 95125

[ i

Furnace & Air Conditioning Co.

A Family Business Since 1957

Catedon nea Licanse Murtdoes T5RE71

Jim Rando

Ph: 408/293-4717 Fax: 408/287-8534
www.aaafurnace.com
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ON THE RADAR
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Mirassou Winery

The San Jose Historic Landmarks Com-
mission voted at their November meet-
ing to include the Mirassou Winery
site on the Historic Resources Tnven-

tory. The Commission also recom-

mended that the site become a city landmark. Councilmem-
ber Cortese is very interested in making the site a landmark
and is looking for ways to raise money to fund the historic
report that must accompany a landmark nomination.

Continental Can Company Building/Tri Valley Cannery

Trammel Crow Residential has acquired the Continental Can
Company site and the former Tri Valley Cannery with the
intent of building residential housing. Both sites are on Tay-
lor Street between N 10t Street and the railroad tracks. The
proposal for the Tri Valley building is to demolish it and
build a new residential development with a small park on
Taylor Street. The plan for former Continental Can Company
building is to preserve some of the brick building and add a
third story. The Continental Can Company Building has
some lovely original windows that are not proposed, at this
time, to be saved. PAC*S] will continue to follow this project
closely.

Houghton Donner House

Keith Watt is in the process of selling the Houghton Donner
House site. A nonprofit housing organization is interested in
relocating the house to a site they own on N 4" Street. The
nonprofit would rehabilitate the house and use it for its of-
fices. Barry Swenson Builders is proposing to build a 200+
units residential tower on the Houghton Donner House site.
PAC*5]'s position is that the house should remain on its pre-
sent site. This is consistent with the position we took when
the city was proposing that the house be moved as part of the
City Hall garage project.

Downtown Ball Park site

The City Council voted to purchase the Stephens Sausage
Factory building and to conduct preliminary studies on a site
just north of the Arena to determine the feasibility of using
the site for a downtown ball park. The city would be inter-
ested in bringing the A’s baseball team to 5an Jose if that op-
portunity presented itself. If the city is not successful in this
venture, the site would be used for housing. The actual
boundaries are: W. San Fernando Street, Autumn Street, Park

Street and the railroad tracks. A historic resources report is
being prepared which will evaluate the structures located
within the boundaries to determine whether any have his-
toric significance.

Congratulations to United Neighborhoods of Santa Clara
County

Congratulations on a very successful conference on No-
vember 12, 2005. Participating neighborhood activists met
in the new City Hall for the conference and then had lunch
in the new City Hall rotunda. Subjects ranged from “Can
We Have Open, Honest, Ethical Government without Sun-
shine Laws” to “Successful Neighborhood Partnering with
Schools and Businesses.” Many of the issues UNSCC has
are the same ones PAC*5] has: a good opportunity exists to
partner with them and address some of these concerns to-
gether.
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NATIONAL TRUST LEADERS FIND THEIR WAY TO SAN JOSE

PAC*SJ hosted a day long meeting of dignitaries
from the National Trust for Historic Preservation
last October including Stanley Lowe, Vice President
of Community Revitalization, Dr. Anthea Hartig,
Executive Director of the Western Office , and Mike

Buhler, Program Officer /Regional Attorney. The |}

Community Revitalization oversees Trust pro-
grams which encourage and assist efforts to bring
new economic vitality to historic residential and
commercial neighborhoods. The first San Jose tour
took our visitors to the 13 Street neighborhood,
led by historic architectural consultant, Franklin
Maggi and Board member Sherry Hitchcock, chair-
person of PAC*S]’s Service Learning Partnership.
Next, a tour of the River Street Historic District was
led by Patt Curia, PAC*SJ board member, and his-
torian April Halberstadt.

PAC*S] received a Preservation Development Ini-
tiative grant funded by the John S. and James L.

Nat'l Trust Visit: left to right: Sherry Hitchcock, PAC*S], Mike
Buhler, NTHP, Jim Zetterquist, PAC*S], Anthea Hartig, NTHP, and
Stanley Lowe, NTHP.

Knight Foundation. Working in partmership with the Na-
tional Trust, we are developing a model to help neighbor-
hoods to better understand their history, the architectural

uniqueness of their homes, and move towards the estab-

Chuck Nunnally

Realtor/Broker
Alain Pinel Realtors

408.357.8700

cnunnall@apr.com

lishment of historic or conservation districts, if desired by
homeowners. San Jose is one of only 8 cities in the U.S.

chosen to participate in this grant.

Sherry and the Trust visitors also met with John Weiss,

Deputy Director of the San Jose Redevelopment Agency

and Kip Harkness, Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Man-

Respect. Value.
Simplicity.
The world’s largest network of
funeral & cemetery services.

Oak Hill Funeral Home,

Crematory and Memorial Park

408-297-2447

M www.dignitvmemorial com visa

ager who agreed to partner with PAC*SJ and the Trust for
neighborhood surveys and other opportunities. All par-
ties agreed to work together to preserve San Jose’s history
and continue to build a vibrant city. Dr. Hartig, Mr. Lowe
and Mr. Buhler then attended the PAC*S]’s monthly
Board meeting and confirmed their enthusiasm for work-
ing with San Jose to protect its large stock of beautiful his-
toric homes, and promote economic development. Read-
ers wanting more information about the neighborhood
outreach project called the Service Learning Parinership,

should email info@Preservation.org. =

Sherry Hitchcock and Patt Curia
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PAC*S] CALENDAR

January 16 Monday, PAC*S] Board Meeting, 6 - 8 pm, Le Petit Trianon, 72 N. 5th Street, San Jose.
February 20 Monday, PAC*S] Board Meeting, 6 - 8 pm, Le Petit Trianon, 72 N. 5th Street, San Jose.
March 20 Monday, PAC*S] Board Meeting, 6 - 8 pm, Le Petit Trianon, 72 N. 5th Street, San Jose.

Michael Borbely

Palm Haven Restores Historic Pillars!

The 7 pillars erected in 1913 at the opening of the Palm Haven residence park have been fully restored! It has taken 4 years of
fundraising and volunteer work to reach our goal. And thanks to all of our supporters from PAC*S] as well as many others,
the pillars return to their rightful place adorning this unique Historic Conservation Area of San Jose. A special thanks goes to
Norman Finnance (preservation specialist and PAC*S] Board member) who has guided the restoration process with an ex-
traordinary amount of patience, attention to detail, and care. With the pillar lights fully functional, they set the tone for this
historic neighborhood at night. Come visit us sometime to see this bit of history come back to life!

Thanks again to everyone who helped and have a great holiday!

President, Palm Haven Restoration Commiltee

FFarnsivortl
Patrick & Monica

297-9661

BROKER, GRI, CRS/REALTOR

I Wloar (Gtore Fowe Oher 19 Doars

San Jose Hardwood Floors, Carpet and Vinyl
408-264-3500

derd

COLDUICLL,
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ADVERTISE IN CONTINUITY!

Continuity is distributed to over 800 San José preservationists, homeowners and opinion-formers. It's a great way to get your

message out to your best potential customers! For ads larger than the business card, you must supply camera-ready artwork,

or PAC*S] can provide it at an additional charge.

Buy ads in 6 issues and SAVE! Plus, all multiple-issue ads come with a free membership!

Business Card

Single issue $50
3 issues $120

1/4 Page
Single issue $100
3 issues $250

1/2 Page
Single issue $200
3 issues $450

Full Page
Single issue $375
3 issues $700
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2005 Major Donors & Corporate Sponsors

ar
H0p, 10C vvoO

Alpine Recreation
Apruval
Bank of America
Cord Associates
Ed Blackmond
Carolus Boekema
Joan Bohnett
David & Linda Larson Boston
Phil & Nicole Brumm
Jim Bunce
Capital Properties
Vince & Colleen Cortese
Carlton Craighead
Rose Crimi
Cookie Curci
Patricia Curia
John & Christine Davis
John Davis/Air Systems
Jack Douglas

The Wooden Crown,

T TOWT

CORPORATE SPONSORS
AAA Furnace, Alain Pinel, Bischoff's Medical, Bob Le Beau Hardwood Floors, Casa Casa, Casa de Mini, Drew Beveridge, Frank-Lin Distill-
ers Products, LTD, Gary Sanchez-State Farm, GMS Construction & Associates, Hancock Memorial, JP Weaver Ceramic Stone & Design,
Lou's Doors, Mary Ann Rabisi-Scolari Design, MBA Architects, McKay Architecture, Monica & Pat Farnsworth, Pacific Architectural
Hardwoods, Phoenix Technology, Rianda Painting, S&G Carpets, Chuck Nunally, Sam’s Quaiity Painting, San Jose Hardwood Floors, The

and Venice Tile.

DONORS OF $100 OR MORE

Richard & Colleen Eilbert
Norman Finnance
David & Tracie Frandsen
Gayle Frank
Don Gagliardi
Michael Garavaglia, AIA
John & Ellen Garboske
GE Energy
Rachel Gibson
Hans & April Halberstadt
Donald & Lavonne Hardy
Edna Harrison
Kenneth & Janet Gray Hayes
Judith Henderson
Albert & Sherry Hitchcock
Hometec Architecture, Inc.
Julia Howlett-Smith & Matt Smith
Nancy Riddle Iversen
Curtis A. Jones & Lucille Boone

Ed Leon
Morton & Elaine Levine
Lo Monaco & Company
Andre Luthard
Jane Luthard
Pam Marks
Mayfair Packing
Monitor Mortgage
Joseph & Celeste Melehan
Rob Mezzetti
Peter & Kathleen Muller
Neptune Society
Oak Hill Funeral & Memorial Park
Ohmega Salvage
Page & Turnbull
Palo Alto Stanford Heritage
Frank Penrose
Phoenix Technologies
Walt & Patti Phillips

Gary & Laura Schoennauer
Kristina M. Sermersheim
Beth Shafran-Mukai
Slawinski Auction Company
Elizabeth Stearns
Steinberg Group Architects
Helen Stevens
Chad & Elizabeth Steward
Studio S Squared
Joseph & Edith L. Walter
Keith Watt
Shaun Welch
Mark Williams
Beth Wyman
Reuben & Diane Zarate
Jim Zetterquist

Jo & Bernadette Drechsler Stan Ketchum Mike Reandeau
Patricia Dunning Kayla Kurucz Carl & Marianne Salas
Dill Design Group Alexander La Riviére Randy Saldinger & Kevin Kelley
Tom & Tona Duncanson Cristy Lanfri Your Best Se lL’C tion

of Stock or Custom

‘Moulding

SHERRY HITCIHNCOCK

Realtor / Broker, GRI, SRES

Alain Pinel Realtors

408 913-7793
Hitchcock@apr.com
www. SherryHitchcock.com

ISTERE AR N A AT

LYDRIA N

Pacific Architectural Hardwoods
1024 Honers Fonc, Soinas, CA S390T  (BOCN 772 9553 (6313 772.0563  FAX (831) 772-9584

www.preservation.org
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2005 MEMBERS

WELCOME TO OUR NEW MEMBERS: Charles Atlas, Ellen Baron, Donna Boehm, Gloria Chun Hoo, Carlton Craighead, Kristin Dessau,

Melissa Dile, Marilyn Dorsa, Rachel Gibson, Albert & Sherry Hitchcock, Don Lauritson, Morton & Elaine Levine, Pam Marks, Pat &

Marjorie McMahon, Irene Miles, John Mitchell, Mardell Oller, Lynn Robinson, Dianne Saichek, Elizabeth Stearns, Studio S Squared and

Jeanne Sutherland.

James Arbuckle

Harriett Armold

Pat Baio

Frank Bamnard

Walter Beltramo

Lorie Bird

Ed Blackmond

Jose Blanc

Bev Blockie

Mildred Bloom

Heinz Bodeker

Carolus Boekema & Willy Scholten
Mike Borbely

Ron & Judy Borcherding
David & Linda Larson Boston
Michael Boulland

Maria Brand

Lawrence Camuso

Phil & Nicole Brumm
Alice Carey

Valerie Castro-Singer
Jeanne Cavanagh

Terry Christiansen
Vince & Colleen Cortese
Rose Crimi

Bobbie Cronquist

Patt Curia

John and Christine Davis
Jack Douglas

Patricia Dunning
Charlene Duval

Richard Eilbert

RENEWING MEMBERS: Thank You!

Lorinda Foss

Gilbert Foster

Gayle Frank

Norman & Alice Gary
Kay Marie Gutknecht
Ron Hagen

Hans & April Halberstadt
Phil & Susan Hammer
Edna Harrison

Susan Hartt

Kenneth & Yolanda Hayes
Rick Helin

Dean & Joan Helms
Judith Henderson

Mary Hernan

Ward Hill

George & Karen Hopkins
Forrest E. “Woody” Hern
Julia Howlett-Smith & Matt
Smith

Nancy Riddle lversen
Richard & Annette Jaffe
Cynthia James

Bob Johnsen

Keith & Mona Johnson
Ann F. Jordan

Kayla Kurucz

Cristy Lanfri

Jeffrey & Lori Leonard
Leslie Levitt

Carl Lindner

Patricia Loomis

Jane Luthard

Mary Lou Lyon

Kristiane Maas

Patti Massey

Leslie Masunaga

Tony May

Diane McQuillen

Chris & Michelle McSorley
William & Elizabeth Menkin
Ardith Meyer

Dirk Meyer & Annette Oevermann
Donna Miguelgorry

Craig Mineweaser

Don and Joyce Mirassou
Gavin Monyhan

Beth Shafran Mukai & Conrad Mukai
Peter & Kathleen Muller
Neptune Society

Jim Norvell

Julia O'Keefe

Pat Olson

Stephen & Colleen Padnos
Gary Parks

Tony & Laurel Perusa

Walt & Patti Phillips

Martin Prolo

Frank & Carole Rast

Ethel Reinegger

Elizabeth Rhein

Peter Richert & Sue Burnham
Paul Robertson

Connie Rogers

Christopher Russell
Carl & Marianne Salas
Dayana Salazar & Jaime Angulo
Randy Saldinger & Kevin Kelley
Richard Santos

Gary & Laura Schoennauer
Bob & Joan Shomler

Lisa Hettler-Smith

Rebecca Smith

Judy & Kathryn Stabile

Chad & Elizabeth Steward
Linda Gail Swan

John & Gianna Tabuena-Frolli
Marvin Tanner

Rosalie Thimann

William Thomas

Michael & Lori Tiemey

Mary Beth Train

Catherine Tucker

Evelyn M. Ucovich

Audrey Unruh

Nancy Valby

Gordon and Marda Vosti
Yvonne Wagener

Joseph and Edith Walter
Dale Wamer

Shaun Welch

Benton and MaryLou White
Diana Wirt

Beth Wyman

Jim Zetterquist

LIFETIME MEMBERS: Susan Brandt-Hawley, Greg Casella, Tom Simon and Keith Watt

Silicon Valley Los Angeles

MELEHAN FAMILY TRUSTLLC
“Preservation is good business”

The Steinberg GroLIp

SAN JOSE 408.295.5446
LOS ANGELES 213.629.0500
WWW. TSGARCH.COM

Architecture
Pianning
Interiors
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Haunted By Sarah

Victorian turrets and towers of the Winchester house.

G EPPETTO’S Cosmitreaal & RESIDENTIAL
WORKSHOP ARCHITFCTURAL NBILOWVORK
Niek Hybasn Custoas Farpwoc CABINETRY
OwNER ) MANUFACTURED Casintiny

PLasnc LAMINATE FABRICATION

Krrcuex ann Battt SHowreos A1 195 By Grir Roa: » Sax Jesy, TA 95112
40839206100 » o A0R-HT-HIR o www geppettos-vcorkshopom

Why are we still haunted by Sarah Winchester? She died in
1922, nearly 85 years ago. What is it about Sarah that in-
trigues us and makes her such a special character in our
local history?

She is, after all, not the only incredibly rich Santa Clara
Valley matron who built an incredible mansion and was in
touch with the spirits. Mary Hayes Chynoweth kept Sarah
company with another fabulous mansion in Edenvale, built
about the same time as Sarah’s “Mystery House”. There
are many other comparisons that can be drawn between
these two ladies, both prominent Valley figures around
1900 but it is Sarah that we seem to take to heart today.

As a matter of fact, at that time Santa Clara Valley was be-
coming home to many wealthy residents. Most of them,
like Sarah, had several houses and built their fancy country
houses on large fruit ranches. We quickly recall the
“ranch” life of Jane Lathrop Stanford. If we think about it, a
dozen others might come to mind. San Francisco million-
aire George Hume, for example, built the 600-acre Glen
Una ranch near Saratoga into the world'’s largest prune op-
eration. Like Sarah, he generated his own electricity and
had a fire protection system. The list of other wealthy local
investors is substantial.

Maybe we are haunted by the spooky billboards with the
large Death’s Head advertising the Mystery House. Sarah
has had some phenomenal marketing, grabbing our atten-
tion with that large black skull, every time we drive the
freeway. Poor Sarah, we say to ourselves, she had such bad
luck. It is strange, because I do not recall how I came to
that conclusion about Sarah.

Sarah is not a figure that is found in our local history
books. That relative obscurity is one of the many interest-
ing aspects of Sarah’s persona. There is almost nothing
written about Sarah, and what little there is, is highly sus-
pect. Various sources give her birth date anywhere from
1837 to 1840. Little is known about her early years but
hearsay. She came to Santa Clara Valley about 1884, when
she was in her mid-40’s. Some say she came for her health;
others say that she already had friends or family in the
area. At this time, there is still no accurate biography of
Sarah, although local historian Maryjo Ignoffo is currently
working on a book that may come out next year.

Page 14
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Haunted By Sarah

We hear that Sarah felt com-
pelled to make constant addi-
tions to her mansion but the
reasons for the ongoing con-
struction are never clear. We
hear that Sarah was in poor
health; some say it was rheu-
matoid arthritis that crippled
her and forced her to devise
the tiny stairs and other
strategies that allowed her to
remain independent. Others
have different opinions re-
garding her health.

Sarah Winchester

Local stories about Sarah always speak of her with great
kindness. People in the Valley who knew her, or who re-
call their grandparents speaking about her, say that she
was a very kind and generous person. She comes to us as
being a caring person, despite being something of a re-
cluse. The reputation of affection and generosity is impor-
tant to consider. We really know very little about Sarah,
but somehow we have taken her to our hearts and think
kindly of her.

We are told that Sarah was haunted by the spirits of those
killed by the Winchester rifle, so we should probably talk a
little about the importance of this invention. There were
two very significant mechanical devices developed for per-
sonal use in the late 19th century. Both were manufactured
in the industrial areas of New England, both were con-
stantly improved and both had many patents issued. And
both were subjected to years of litigation on various pat-
ents. The two items were sewing machines and personal
firearms, and we find both devices listed and taxed specifi-
cally in the Santa Clara County tax assessment roll of the
time.

The Winchester Model 1873 rifle was probably the most
popular firearm used in Western America. It had some
extraordinary advantages when it was introduced and it
quickly became a very popular weapon. First, it was a fire-
arm that used the same size ammunition, 38-calibre, as
many of the popular handguns of the time. Gun owners
could use the same ammunition for both weapons, a great
convenience. It was also a repeater, like a handgun. The
Winchester was the first rifle that fired more than one

Continuity Fall/Winter 2005 PAC*S] PO Box 2287, San José, CA 95109-2287

was very reliable and it was very inexpensive. These
two more qualities contributed to its tremendous popu-
larity. The parts were interchangeable and the rifle
could be repaired easily.

More that 500,000 (half a million) Winchester Model
1873 rifles were produced by 1900 and this rifle was
still manufactured in 1923, a year after Sarah’s death.
Like Henry Ford's Model T, the Winchester was not the
finest rifle on the market during its time, but it was reli-
able and affordable. It was never a military weapon; it
was however, used widely by civilians for both hunting
and for personal protection. It has remained such a
popular firearm that it is currently licensed for manu-
facture and you can buy a copy today.

S0 why am I haunted by Sarah? Because I still find her
myth stronger than her reality. Because she seems to be
a very genuine individual, someone with strength as
well as some interesting flaws. Because she seems to be
both modest and famous at the same time. Because his-
tory and literature’s most memorable characters are not
elected officials or paragons of virtue but people who
appeal to our hearts for their character. That is why I
am haunted by Sarah. m

April Halberstadt

Switchback staircase in Winchester house.
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Historical San Jose Woman’s Club

In 1894 nine women gathered in San Jose to discuss the
possibility of a "woman's club”. The consensus was that
a club should be formed in San Jose whereby members,
regardless of creed, nationality or position, could en-
gage in cultural, philanthropic and charitable activi-
ties. Through their efforts, San Jose Woman's Club was
formed.

By 1902 the membership had grown to 81 members who
were full of enthusiasm over the new club. With a pro-
motional idea in mind, they had the following printed
on the first page of the yearbook:

Something of interest to women everywhere.

San Jose, California, the "Garden City of the Pacific Coast” as it is formally
known, is the paradise of children. It is surrounded on every hand by beau-
tiful mountains and forest scenery. The climate is unsurpassed. The winds
blow soft and warm. The rains fall in gentle showers. The sun never
burns, but tempts the children to outdoor sports almost every day of the
year. Fruits of every variety are grown here in abundance and are delicious
and wholesome. San Jose is the musical and educational center of Califor-
nig. Your children can commence with the best of kindergartens, and hav-~
ing covered all the intermediate ground, finish their educntion at one of the
greatest institutions of learning in the land, the Leland Stanford Junior
University, and they may be at home under your watchful care each night.
The people of San Jose are cultured, refined and hospitable and they ynite
with the San Jose Woman's Club in extending a cordial welcome to all
strangers, homeseeking, especially.

The first club building was purchased in 1906 and was
located at 43 South Third Street. The membership grew
steadily and a large lot was purchased at 75 South Elev-
In 1928 the
large Spanish style clubhouse was completed and the

enth Street for a new clubhouse.

San Jose Woman's club had a beautiful new home. The
club’s building contributes to the club’s longstanding
history. In 1986 the clubhouse was named Historical
Landmark No. 32 by the City of San Jose. Various fea-
tures of the building—including graceful arched win-
dows, vaulted ceilings, and stenciled ceiling beams in

the ballroom, were attractive designs created by promi-

nent San Jose architects Carl J. Wolfe and William E.
Higgins. Other original features include iron chande-
liers and historic wood-fired tile on the staircase. The
ballroom features a grand piano on the stage and
holds 450 for dancing or 350 for dining. There is a
Tea Room, Fireplace Room, Board Room, and Office
plus a large entry with comfortable sofa and
chairs. There is a pantry kitchen as well as an updated

professional kitchen.

San Jose Woman’s Club at 75 11* 5t., San Jose.

For many years the clubhouse has been available for
rent, and since the refurbishing, has been a popular
venue for wedding receptions, meetings and pro-
grams of all sorts. This has allowed the club to up-
Through fund-
raisers the club is able to give three $2,000 scholar-

grade the facility continuously.

ships to students at San Jose State University and
several thousand dollars each to cultural and charita-

ble organizations in San Jose. m

Alma Taylor, Publicity Chair
SJ] Woman’s Club
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Summer Garage and Salvage Sale a Success

Summer Garage and Salvage Sale Earns $5500 for
Educational Efforts

What garage sale offers free coffee, fruit, and cake as
well as a chance for dogs to exchange hellos?
PAC*S]’s antique and garage sale bonanzas do just
that!

Naglee Park neighbors remain the staunchest sup-
porters and shoppers of the PAC*5] Salvage and Ga-
Events. Many donations
throughout the sale weekend in August forcing
many bargain hunters to return several times. Our
sales always feature the very ordinary as well as the
very arcane thanks to members and neighbors donat-
ing those special and reusable items . The Dworak
family recently remodeled its home and donated a
mint condition dining room set, rugs, lamps and bed
frames. We also received several boxes from two es-

rage were delivered

tates that included many vintage items such as mid
century kitchen canisters and cleaning products, gar-
dening tools and linens.

Volunteers are always needed to assist in sorting,
selling and loading of larger items.

Please save your useable items for the next sale in
spring. Many thanks to Rebecca Evans and Jane
Guinther for their culinary efforts. We remain in debt
to Patt Curia and the Salas family for use of their
properties for these very large community events.

PAC*S] member Beth Wyman helps shoppers like new member

Cici Green and the members of the

Engine 8 team at the August Garage Sale.
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Saratoga Plumbing Supply II

~The kitchen and bath remadling ond design experts of the

&t Jose, Suratega & Willows Glen apeas™

1284 Lincoln Avenue, Downtown Willow Glen, San lose, CA 95125
Tel. 408,279.5202 ’

concrete

construction
(408) 356-0338

Speciallzing in Resldential
Custom Concrete, Brick and Stone Masonry, and Landscaping.

Merit and Carol Hancock Memorial Fund

Noelle Hancock, Jane Hancock, Tom Hancock, Bill Hancock,
Michael Hancock, & Kimberly Hancock

In Loving Memory

PAC*S] thanks the Hancock Family for their

generous support of the Willow Ranch House Tour

www.preservation.org Page 17
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TRIANON

Classical Elegance in the heart of Silicon Valley

www.TrianonTheatre.com

PERFORMING ARTS
EXECUTIVE OFFICE SUITES
CONFERENCE CENTER,
MERSAILLES COURTYARD

Planning a special event or meeting, or looking for an elegant,

professional office space for your small business. ..

Le Petit Trianon Theatre, an elegant, hisioric building with
wonderful acoustics and a storybook setting, is ideal for

your event planning or business needs.

The Main Theatre seats 348 and the Keith A. Watt Recital Hall seats 80.
Qur Banquet Hall can accommodate up to 150, and the brand new
Versailles Courtyard can hold over 200 people for outdoor receptions.

Our Executive Office Suites are approximately 150 square feet and start at $400 per month.
We are located near the new Civic Center Plaza at
72 N. 5* Street in downtown San Jose, just walking distance from SJSU,

the County Court House, Post Office, restaurants and retail outlets.

Please contact us at (408) 995-5400 or visit our website at www.trianontheatre.com for more information,

Page 18  Continuity Fall/Winter 2005 PAC*S] PO Box 2287, 5an José CA 95109-2287  www.preservation.org




THEY LEFT THEIR MARK:
BIRGE CLARKE: ARCHITECT OF PALO ALTO

Few architects have had the opportunity to dominate the
architectural landscape the way that Birge Clarke did in his
shaping of the city of Palo Alto. He was born (1893) and
raised in Palo Alto, and attended Stanford Univeisity
where his father was head of the art department. Birge
went on to Columbia University for his architectural de-
gree, graduating just in time to be drawn into World War I,
He

was awarded the Silver Star after parachuting to safety

where he served as an aerial observation balloonist.

when his balloon was shot down.

After the war, Clarke set up his office in the village of Palo
Alto, and for many years was the only professional in the
area. He is credited with designing almost 500 structures,

many of which, particularly those in the downtown area,

]andfnark
One of his

earliest projects, done

have

status.

in conjunction with
his father and Lou
Henry Hoover (wife
of the future presi-
dent) was a residence
for the Hoovers on
the Stanford campus.
The result was a ro-
mantic structure in
Clarke de-
scribed as the “Early
Style.”

what

California
This style, now re-
ferred to as "Spanish
Eclectic" had its be-

ginnings at

The President Hotel is located in Palo
Alto on University Avenue.

|

o o T e A S S SN S DU WA UM S G A S S O S S U S S S W0
LY

the Chicago World's Fair in 1893, and it was fur-
ther developed by Bertram Goodhue at the Pa-
nama Pacific Fair in San Diego in 1915. The inte-
gration of patios, gardens and adobe-like plaster
walls all lent themselves to our peninsula’s mild
climate. The Palo Alto home that Clarke designed
for Charles and Kathleen Norris is another excel-

lent example of his work in this genre.

Clarke's reputation as a local boy with strong con-
nections to Stanford and the Hoovers made him a
leading candidate for important downtown Palo

Alto structures and civic projects. Some of his

Continued on Page 20

g
Hayes Mansion
Resources Sought

For revised version of
The Cem of Edenvale,
planned for 2005.

Looking for historical information about
and photos of mansion, family, staff,
architect (Gearge Page),
grounds, farm areas, aerial views,
buiidings, etc. from private collections.

Will cover the costs of copying photos
and other materials.

Any items used receive credit in the book.

Contact: Nancy Newlin
renascipublications@earthlink.net
408.297.4084

h &

Contact Jack at
jackdouglas@earthlink.net
for copies of his new book,
Historical Highlights of Santa Clara County!

wm—
SO S S S AU G WA WA Sy S O SO VOVl HNO S WO VAT O S SO YO G O e W

Continuity Fall/Winter 2005
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Threatened: Agricultural Asset Since the 1920’s

The Bay Area Research and Extension Center (BAREC), was formerly a University of California Agricultural

research site. BAREC is located at 90 N. Winchester Boulevard and consists of 17 acres of “agricultural zoned”
land that has been an agriculture asset for the community, the state, and the country since the 1920s. The BAREC

site has ties back to the Civil War and even housed children with physical and mental disabilities.

who volunteer to reclaim this abandoned agricultural site and put it back to productive use for the benefit of
current and future generations. They want this urban agriculture land to be the example for sustainable living,
including many community programs, food sources, and education, while capturing all of the vast amounts of
history the land has experieﬁced over the past 150+ years. They suggest that specific areas will be dedicated for
fruit orchards, row crops, berries, vegetables, dense bio-intensive farming, a “hands on” children’s garden, a

landscape training and demonstration center, a native plant area, a visitor’s center, and museum.

Continued on page 21

BIRGE CLARKE: Continued from page 19

most significant buildings include: The President Hotel on University Avenue; the Post Office on Hamilton; the former
Police and Fire Building at 440 Bryant; the Lucie Stern Community Center and the Spanish-style block of 500 Ramona
Street. Many of the commercial buildings along University Avenue were also products of his drawing board.
Although Birge Clarke will al-
ways be remembered for his
Spanish Eclectic makeover of
Palo Alto, he also did numer-
ous residential designs in other

styles, the Moderne, for exam-
ple, later in his career.

His was a long and produc-
tive life. While traveling in
Egypt in 1989 {(at the age of 96)
he died suddenly of a stroke. A
local hero during his lifetime,
Clarke's name is still legend in
our area's architectural history.

JACK DOUGLAS
The former Police and Fire Building on Bryant Street in Palo Alto.

0 e s
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Threatened: Agricultural Asset Since the 1920's

Continued from page 20

The 17.5-acre parcel on Winchester Road in Santa Clara was a home for widows, children and orphans of Union
Veterans from the Civil War. Later, it became a facility for the care and training of disabled children, contributing
important research in the areas of dealing with child disabilities such as blindness and hearing loss. These early
housing structures and medical facilities were demolished
in the mid-1960's.

In the 1920’s, the present building at 125 Santa Clara-Los
Gatos Road (90 North Winchester Road) was completed.
Designed by University of California Davis Architectural
students and constructed of redwood from Sanborn Park in
Saratoga, the building was occupied by University of
California researchers until 2002 when the facility closed
and was returned to the State of California. During those
days of agricultural research, both Shasta and Lassen
il strawberries were developed at the property and others,
¥ including Fresno and Tioga followed with better flavor.
Research continued with tomatoes, and smog control
issues, Because farmers were being blamed for so much
pollution from burning their fruit tree cuttings, new methods
of disposal were developed, such as chipping and grinding
in 1922, using local redwood. up the plant material.

The Research Building was constructed

By 1983, the superintendent of the facility noted that the focus of the research had shifted to the backyard gardener and
focused on the needs of the homeowner’s, such as water conservation and reduction in pesticide usage.

The Bay Area Research and Extension Center closed on
January 1, 2003. The promised $2 million permanent
augmentation to the Cooperative Extension that was part of
the original deal, was never realized and UCCE received $1
million for the transfer of the total 17.5 agricultural property.
Left behind were 3 greenhouses, a shop, historical home with
shop, potting shed, remaining experiments, including oak
trees, and outbuildings. The pump for the working water well
was removed. ®

For more details on the current issues, please visit the website
(www.savebarec.org) or call 888-227-3280.

Source: Kirk Vartan, Save BAREC

Strategic Activity Coordinator
B o BAREC - Looking east, shop on left side, potting

shed, greenhouses and chemical shed to right.

5ttt O S S S
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Civil War Plaque Dedicated at New Almaden

Few people realize how close California came to seceding
from the Union during the Civil War, and throwing its sup-
port to the Confederacy. In 1862 President Lincoln ordered
the seizure of the New Almaden Quicksilver Mines to se-
cure the mercury supply so important to financing the war
effort. This action led to a standoff between the New Al-
maden miners and Lincoln's military forces.

The mercury mine was established on the hill above the cur-
rent town of New Almaden and was named after a large
mercury mine in Almaden, Spain. During the 1848 gold
rush mercury became important for use in separating gold
and silver from the ores. The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo
was signed in 1848 ceding the entire state of California to
the United States for the paltry sum of 18 million dollars. In
comparison, by 1858 the New Almaden mine had produced
250,000 flasks of mercury worth 10 million dollars.

Following California’s admit-
tance to the Union there were
years of confusion over land £
grants and the United States gov- |l
ermmment began reviews of land K
claims for possible fraud. Believ-
ing that the New Almaden Mine [
Company's title was fraudulent,
in 1858 the Federal Court in San
Francisco levied an injunction
forcing the company to stop
work and close the mine. In 1861 &
the New Almaden Company ap- .
pealed the decision to the US.} . !
Supreme Court.

The trial between the Supreme
Court and the New Almaden
Company took place in 1862-63,
right in the middle of the Civil
War. The Supreme Court deci-
sion was in favor of the U.5. gov-

that the grant is fraudulent and void. Now, therefore I, Abraham
Lincoln, President of the United States, do hereby order you to seize
the property and deliver it to Leonard Swett, an agent who has been
authorized by me to take possession of the same for the United
States.” (signed) Abratam Lincoln.

Marshal Rand journeyed to New Almaden and presented the
writ to John Young, manager of the New Almaden Mine,
Young informed the marshal that the writ was illegal since
the current owners had operated the mine for seventeen
years, and the owners had title to part of the land through the
Berryessa Grant. Marshal Rand stated that he would return
with an armed force to enforce the writ and John Young re-
plied that such force would be resisted.

Fortunately, saner minds intervened in the persons of Gen-

eral George Wright, who had been ordered to supply the
armed men to enforce the writ, and
General Henry W. Halleck, who was
General in Chief of the Union Army
and also General Manager of the New
Almaden Company. Generals Wright
and Halleck, along with Frederick Low,
later governor of California, sent tele-
grams to Lincoln urging the govern-
ment to not use force to enforce the
writ, believing that the Union would
lose California to the Confederacy if
the writ was enforced. Lincoln wisely
canceled the writ in a letter to Low. A
conflict was averted, California re-
mained in the Union, and the New Al-
maden Quicksilver Mines continued to
produce mercury for many years.

On October 8, 2005, New Almaden
celebrated Pioneer Day with a re-
_ Jenactment of the standoff, 142 years
w] after the incident. The New Almaden
Quicksilver County Park Association,

ernment, with the land ti-
tle judged fraudulent on the
basis of some incorrect dates on the claim documents. Presi-
dent Lincoln was persuaded by his staff to seize the mine
and sent a writ to this effect to Marshal C.W. Rand in San
Francisco. The writ read in part: "Whereas, Andres Castillero
and divers persons have under a pretended grant from the Repub-
lic of Mexico occupied the New Almaden Quicksilver Mine. And,
whereas by the decision of the Supreme Court it has been adjudged

Jack Douglas as General Naglee at the Almaden Dedication

Santa Clara County Parks and Recrea-
tion, and E Clampus Vitus dedicated a
plaque commemorating New Almaden’s important role in the
Civil War,

Note: Information for this article was taken from New Almaden’s
souvenir plaque dedication booklet. Visit New Almaden’s museum
in Casa Grande for the “rest of the story” of New Almaden’s fasci-
nating history and land title details, m

Page 22
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MEMBERSHIP FORM

Please type or print clearly.
Name(s):

Organization/Business/Employer:

Please ask your employer about matching programs for your
contribution.

Address:

Home Phone:
Work Phone:
Fax:

Cell:

Email address:

We mostly notify our members of events via email. Not supplying
an email address will make it harder for us to notify you about our

events.

IWOULD LIKE TO RENEW MY MEMBERSHIP AT THE
LEVEL OF: ‘

[] Student/Senior (65+) $20

1 Individual $35

[T Family/ Nonprofit $50

[0 Contributor / Small Business $100

[0 Patron/Corporation $250

[ Benefactor $1,000

I WOULD ALSO LIKE TO DONATE §
TO HELP PAC*S] PRESERVE OUR ARCHITECTURAL
HERITAGE. ONLINE DONATIONS WELCOME.

Please make your check out to “Preservation Action Council of San
José”, and send it to: PO Box 2287, San Jose, CA 95109-2287

As a 2006 member, you will receive our quarterly newsletter

Continuity as well as invitations and discounts to our events,

To ask about benefits of higher membership levels, please call (408)
998-8105.

box if you would not like us to publicize your name as a PAC*S] member:

PAC*S] will not release your contact details to a third parties without your consent. Please check this

[]

Serving as a Board Member

Volunteering at or managing events and tours
Testifying at public meetings and hearings
Wriling articles for the newsletter

Helping with Preservation Celebration
Helping with Salvage Sale / I have a truck

Pro bono legal assistance

O O O o oo o O

I WOULD BE INTERESTED IN VOLUNTEERING (please check):

I am interested in serving on the:
Advocacy Committee
Fundzraising Committee
Education Committee

Membership Committee

o O o o od

" Audit Committee

Public Relations

O

Service Learning Partnership (evaluating properties for architectural significance)

Continuity Fall/Winter 2005 PAC*S] PO Box 2287, San José, CA 95109-2287
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2005 Board Officers;

N Jim Zetterquist, President Norman Finnance
Judith Henderson, V.P. Advocacy ~ Gayle Frank

Joseph Melehan, V.P. Fundraising  Ellen Garboske
( ON I IN [ ] I I Y Julia Howlett, Secretary Rachel Gibson

Don Carloni, Treasurer Sherry Hitchcock
The Preservation Action Council of San José Brian Grayson, Past P residen ¢ Kayla Kurucz
(PAC*S]) is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit corporation Board Members: Andre Luthard
dedicated to preserving San José's Jim Bunce Helen L. Stevens
architectural heritage through education, Patricia Curia Diane Zarate

ad vocacy and events.

Staff:  Megan Bellue, Executive Director
We believe that historic preservation is good

for our quality of life and good for business.

We aim to integrate a strong commitment to Advisory Board:

historic preservation into the land use and Bonnie Bamburg Rusty Lutz
development decisions of the City of San José Marvin Bamburg, AIA Franklin Maggi

that affect historic resources, as well as into the Paul Bernal Craig Mineweaser, AIA
private decisions of property owners and Jack Douglas Gil Sanchez, FAIA
developers. We try ta bring owners and Ken Fowler Judy Stabile
developers together to create historically Alan Hess Keith Watt

sensitive projects that make economic sense. Karita Hummer

NON-PROFIT
0 ORGANIZATION
U.S. POSTAGE
PAID
Preservation Action Council of San Jose PERMIT 384
SAN JOSE, CA
PO Box 2287, San Jose, CA 95109-2287

JOIN OR RENEW TODAY —-MEMBERSHIP FORM ON PAGE 23!

Page24  Continuity Fall/Winter 2005 PAC*S] PO Box 2287, San José CA 95109-2287  www.preservation.org



CITY QF M

, SAN JOSE Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION

February 16, 2005

Honorable Mayor and City Council
City of San Jose

801 North First Street, Room 600
San Jose, CA 95110

Dear Honorable Mayor and City Council:
Subject: Bay Area Research and Extension Center (BAREC) Property

The City’s Parks and Recreation Commission is recommending that the City Council support, to
the extent possible, efforts 1o preserve the 17-acrec Bay Area Research and Extension Center
(BAREC) property on the basis of the historical significance and potential open space and
recreational value of the property. Parks and open space are vital and bring immense
environmental benefits. This site is located in the City of Santa Clara, contiguous to the San Jose
border on North Winchester Boulevard between Dorich Street and Forest Avenue as shown on
the attachment.

The Regents of the University of California are in the process of selling this publicly-owned land
for redevelopment as single-family and senior housing according to the reuse planning concept
for the property adopted by the Santa Clara City Council in February 2003. This plan includes a
one-acre neighborhood park that will serve residents of both cities. The proposed development
of the plan is currently on hold pending resolution of the property surplus process with the State.

The site was originally used as a center for mentally disturbed children from 1886 to 1920. Part
of the site was then used as a2 home for Civil War veteran’s families from 1921 to 1963, and from
1928 to 2003 the remaining land was used as an urban agriculture/horticulture research/education
center under the University of California until its closure in 2003,

Members of the community have appeared before the Parks and Recreation Commission,
requesting that the BAREC be preserved as either agricultural land or parkland. They have
presented information that indicates there is broad community support from individuals and
organizations within the community.

The City’s Parks and Recreation Commission agrees with the communily that the site has
significant value as a historical, horticultural and recreational resource, which could be of benefit
to both Santa Clara and San Jose residents. Therefore, the Commission is recommending the

4 N. Second St., Ste. 600, San Jose, CA 95113 tel (408) 277-4768 fax (408) 277-3155 www.sanjoseca.gov/prns



Henorable Mayor and City Council
February 16, 2005

BAREC Property

Page 2 of 2

San Jose City Council, in conjunction with the Santa Clara City Council, consider opportunities
to work together to preserve some or all of the site for the use of future generations of both
communities.

Your consideration of this matter would be greatly appreciated.
Yours truly,

Hln Bl

Helen Chapman, Chair
Parks and Recreation Commission

Attachment — Map of Area
c:  Sara Hensley, PRNS

Albert Balagso, PRNS
Scott Reese, PRNS
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17‘Acres of Santa
presented by ’,

Requestmg Support »zroe-_

Santa Clara County Superv1sor
Jim Beall

To Save Prime Valley Farmland for Agrlcultural
and Environmental Educatlon Purposes o

September 16, 2005



What is BAREC?
Why should it be preserved?

Bay Area Research and Extension Center

90 N. Winchester Blvd.
Santa Clara, California

- These 17 acres have been owned by The
State of California since the 1920’s and
were used for both Horticultural and
Agricultural research.

Qoonnar
Haspitat

It is the only remaining such property in
a place once known as:

“The Valley of Heart's Delight”

htp:Awww.savebarec.org




o\ AL BAREC is perfectly placed in
Qi A the middle of the district

Bl L e o
Note: Map obrained from Supervisor Beall’s web site
http:/fwww.scc-assessor.arg/scelussets/docs/15 728 7ddmap. pdf http://wwiw.savebarec.org




BAREC is Shared Between Two Cities

San Jose

BAREC

S Santa
= _,</ Clara
i |

I 1HIZ] I:[]

http://www.savebarec.org
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Brief History

¢ UC-Cooperative Extension owned and used BAREC from 1952
until January 2003, and then it returned to the State

¢+ Unique historical property serving first the local community and
then the agricultural community since 1850°s

= Research done on many crops (strawberries, garlic, fruit),
irrigation, drought sod, disease control including native plants,
and compost vital to San Jose’s present Green Waste Program
(which should be introduced to all SCC cities)

+ Existing resources include: agricultural zoning, prime valley soil,
1920’s buildings, shops, greenhouses, irrigation, orchard, garden
beds, two wells, historical weather station, power and electrical,
and a central location with easy access to public transit

¢+ BAREC supported local school groups and agriculture/
horticulture professionals since the 1920s; SCC schools and
professionals could lose BAREC as a resource with no

rep lacem ent hitp://www.savebarec.org



+ BAREC is not officially sold yet! Status is “Sale Pending.”
Steps remaining;:
= Completion of Environmental Impact Report and 45 day public
comment period
» Develop and execute an adequate plan to clean up soil contamination
= Prove that BAREC i1s not historically significant

» Santa Clara City Council must vote to change the zoning from
“agricultural” to “medium density housing”

* The non-profit VIVA Foundation has offered to buy BAREC for the
appraised value of $170K (agricultural zoned price)

¢ The Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District has written the
State stating they need BAREC as agricultural open space to support their
mission

¢ Community meetings have standing room only community support. The
community 1s prepared to have a Referendum if the Santa Clara City
Council changes BAREC's zoning

hitp://www.savebarec.org -




Soil Contamination Issues§
Surrounding BAREC

* BAREC has been an experimental research station for chemicals since
the 1920s. Its soil is contaminated from many kinds of chemicals, both
known and unknown.

* The State’s solution for cleaning up soil contamination is to remove the
top foot of soil. This does not remove the problem.

¢ Chemicals are in gas form and throughout the soil strata.

* Recently DDT was found in the soil on State's land at Agnew State
Hospital after housing was built. Watson Park in San Jose (East Jackson
and 22" Street) was recently closed for soil contamination (heavy metals
were discovered on the site).

* EPA's research shows chemicals move through building foundations into
the air of homes and offices.

¢ BAREC, our county, and the State need an inexpensive way to remove
soil contamination. BAREC could be used as a Center of Excellence to
create new technologies and businesses for our county, state, and nation.

http.//’www.savebarec.org  ©




Why is the future of
BAREC a County Issue?

* BAREC and the surrounding community were unincorporated and in
the county for most of their history.

+ In 1983 the City of Santa Clara annexed BAREC and two sides of 1t;
San Jose annexed the other two sides.

¢ All the homes adjacent to BAREC have San Jose addresses and zip
codes and must pay San Jose insurance rates.

* The State and UC had a San Jose address for its entire history; all
research credit was given to San Jose.

~+ Citizens of Santa Clara near BAREC feel they are treated as second
class citizens and their issues are not addressed by the City.
¢ Research and programs on BAREC were for the SCC, the State, and

the nation. New jobs and skills result when this happens. The county
needs more balance in its job market.

hap:/fwww.savebarec.org



Why Should Santa Clara
County Be Interested in
BAREC?

This County, its residents and its children have an opportunity to create an
educational farm/garden project on BAREC, open to the public, which
would enhance the quality of life for future generations

BAREC cannot be used until soil contamination is removed. Soil
contamination is all over SCC creating many health problems.

BAREC 1s set up as a research facility. The site can be used to research
and clean up its soil and all the land the State is currently selling. It can
also bring new technology ideas and jobs to market.

Soil biology can clean up contamination inexpensively. California has no
lab which studies soil biology/ecology. Soil Food Web will move from
Oregon to BAREC.

New technology like hydro-mechanical obliteration (developed in SCC)
could revolutionize agriculture/horticulture, increase worker productivity
by 300 percent, reduce health care costs, and create new jobs.

http.//www.savebarec.org




Why Should Santa Clara
County Be Interested in

Universities would create new classes and degrees and professions on
soil health.

SCC has imbalanced educational programs with only one week of
environmental education in K-12. College environmental studies
departments have no land near them for coursework and research.

The other Bay Area counties are further ahead of SCC on
environmental education programs (Santa Cruz’s Life Lab, UC
Davis’s Children’s Garden, Livermore’s Camp Arroyo Sustainable
Living Center, Berkeley’s Edible Schoolyard Program, Marin’s Food
System Project, and many on the internet: |
(http://www.kidsgardening.org/School/registrysearch.taf).

BAREC can be the center of a new revolution in soil health which
translates to healthier food, plants, and people, and a less expensive
government with less dependency on natural resources (oil, water,
electricity).

hitp://www.savebarec.org




Why Should Santa Clara
County Be Interested in
BAREC? (cont.

UCSC Agroecology and Sustainable Systems Program has offered to
help SCC with its ag/garden educational programs if it is on BAREC.

BAREC is centrally located in the county/District 4 and has direct
access to the public transit hub at Forest and Winchester, across from
BAREC and behind Valley Fair

SCC District 4 has NO county park and County parks should be
special ecological or historical places. BAREC is unique. There is
nothing comparable to BAREC in District 4, the Central Coast, or the
Bay Area |

SCC has no public botanical garden or arboretum yet it has prime soil
and climate along with a rich agricultural history

BAREC could help reduce all of the above problems if it is allowed to
remain in open space.

BAREC could qualify as National Historical Register site; we are
pursuing the application process.

http/rwww.savebarec.org




Santa Clara County
Lacks Adequate Open
Space in the Valley

Large contiguous open spaces (not linear trails) near public transportation
are needed on the Valley floor which are not next to freeways or under
flyways

Unincorporated neighborhoods near BAREC are missing at least 38 acres
of open space per state's requirements

West San Jose adjacent to BAREC 1s missing 20 plus acres of open space
and its school open space has been reduced by more than 60 percent.

SummerHill Homes recently built housing on our Valley's only large FFA
(formerly Future Farmer's of America) one mile from BAREC.

Schools near BAREC are losing their open space for development
projects; “Sprawl” is even happening to our schools

BAREC could offset this if it is allowed to remain as open space and be
used as an educational sustainable garden & agriculture project

Currently large open spaces are in mountains with no public transportation

htp:iwww. savebarec.arg -




Need To Localize
Food Production

Our food travels on average at least 1,500 miles to our table

We need to be concerned about our food security given the
political climate

We should be localizing some of our food and helping those
most concerned to understand how to grow their own food.

BAREC could be first step towards educating the public on the
need to re-localize our food production back into the Santa
Clara valley and train residents for highly efficient, sustainable

food production in their yards similar to Victory Gardens of
World War II

Our country and the world is on the verge of a very challenging

energy crisis given the demand and need for oil and natural gas
(Peak Oil)

htip://www.savebarec.org




BAREC Provides SCC
Great Opportunities

+ Vision for BAREC: Garden/Agriculture Programs to expand Env1ronmental
programs in SCC inspiring young people who could reinvent Silicon Valley
environmentally (big business), develop a safer and healthier environment, and
create a less expensive government and health care system.

* Independently funded and staffed through a non-profit (501c3)

» Income generated from: grants, produce sold through Farmer’s Markets, CSA
and local school cafeterias, children's day care gardening programs, and
educational programs

= Provide hands-on gardening, agriculture, and nutrition education, meeting
State science requirements and the federal government's new Wellness
Program standards.

= Learn how to clean up contaminated soils with a diversity of soil micro-
organisms. This would remove many common diseases, create better food,
and result in a less expensive health care system. BAREC could have the
State's first soil testing lab for the soil's life.

» Provide for sustainable local food systems which use less energy and are
grown 1in healthy soil without chemicals

» UCSC Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems Program would like to
assist getting a program started in Santa Clara Valley on BAREC property

hap.//www.savebarec.org 1o




Educational A g/Garden
Program Beneficiaries

¢ Curriculum for all grade levels in local schools (K-12)
m Currently students receive one week of Environmental Ed in K-12

= We will be making our case for BAREC to SCC Office of Education
September 21, 2005 |

* Alllocal colleges have expressed a need for BAREC in support of:
» Environmental Studies, Horticulture, Natural History, Biology

Teacher training in organic gardening

Adult education (college credit)

General Public Programs

Gardening is the #1 leisure time activity in the U.S.; gardening is big business

Apprenticeship program (~45/season) similar to UCSC CASFS

Training for gardeners, landscape professionals, government employees,

home owners, and teachers

* Landscape professional training in organic methods including school grounds
maintenance
Restore home for Master Gardeners/Master Composters of SCC

Long term goal: to create a more balanced community with citizens who are
prepared to create new environmental business opportunities

* 6 6 & O o
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What Do We Need from the SCC Board
of Supervisors to make this happen?

Your support for continuing to make BAREC unique for SCC and
introducing a fourth chapter in BAREC's 150 years of community
contribution.

We request the SCC Board of Supervisors write the State and City of
Santa Clara indicating that SCC needs time to evaluate BAREC's future.

Refer to attached GCRCD letter and SCCOE sample letters

Consider the ways BAREC could help improve the environmental quality
and education in the county with particular emphasis on our farm/garden
suggestions.

Report the BAREC issues to the County's Housing, Land Use,
Environmental, and Transportation Committee (HLUET) for a hearing on
the ways BAREC can help SCC and specifically what we are suggesting.

Apply to the EPA Grant Programs to get soil tests for BAREC and work
with us to get accurate information on the chemicals used on BAREC over
the years.

hitp.//www.savebarec.org -




Addendum

Political/Legal Issues

Santa Clara 2002 Housing Study showed housing was not need on
BAREC

CA Civil Code Section 815: Preservation of Agricultural Land and Open
Space...among the most important environmental assets of California.

State failed to notify local or regional govt. agencies of BAREC's availability
after they took possession of BAREC. Many regional and local agencies
never knew of its availability before state offered it to developers.

Brown Act violations by City and State discussing BAREC without public
involvement or notice

UC records from BAREC's 11brary documentmg soil contamination and
history seem to be “missing”

State’s consultants working on sale of BAREC gave campaign contributions
to two Santa Clara City Councilmen who pushed for BAREC housing

State’s developer is a UC Regent and owner of SummerHill Homes.
Conflict of interest?

These 1ssues have been given to SCC District Attorney's office.

htip/fwww.savebarec.org




June 29, 2005

Jeff Crone
Department of General Services
707 Third Street, Suite 6-130

West Sacramento, CA 9560

RE: Purchase Offer of State Property called BAREC in Santa Clara by a non-profit for
State and local agency/government usage and benefit.

Dear Mr. Crone:

As a California non-profit corporation, VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban
Agriculture and Horticulture) would like to make an offer to purchase the 17 +/- acre Bay
Area Research and Extension Center (BAREC) at 90 to 125 Winchester Bivd. in Santa -
Clara. Itis our desire for BAREC to remain permanently in agricultural open space and
to continue contributing to the community as it has done for 150 years. We plantobea
center for agriculture, horticulture, and environmental issues in the Santa Clara Valley.
Nothing like this exists in the Valley and it is a much-needed balance to the building
construction everywhere.

We are prepared to pay BAREC’s value reported in the University of California Regents
Committee on Finance March 15, 2000 minutes. This price is $10,000 per acre. We
request that before we purchase the property the State inform us of any contamination
issues so together we can determine how it will be cleaned up with the most organic and
sustainable process as possible.

All local and State agencies have not received a Department of General Services written
notification of intent to sell BAREC. We have letters from several local and State
agencies and governments stating that they need BAREC for their programs and goals.
We have attached a list of some of these organizations, governments, and non-profits that
would benefit as BAREC in agricultural open space. We plan to work and support the
mission statements of these organizations:

Sincerely Yours,
Kathryn Mathewson,
President, VIVA

For more information on BAREC visit http://www.savebarec.org
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Office of the President
March 8, 2000

TO MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE:

ITEM FOR ACTION

For Meeting of March 15, 2000

REVERSION OF PROPERTY TO THE STATE, BAY AREA RESEARCH AND
EXTENSION CENTER, SANTA CLARA COUNTY

The President recommends that the Committee on Finance recommend to the Regents that:

(1) The Regents hereby resolve that the approximately 17-acre Bay Area Research and
Extension Center property in Santa Clara County (BAREC) is no longer necessary for
agricultural research.

2) The Secretary be authorized to execute a quit claim deed or other appropriate
documentation conveying The Regents’ interest in BAREC to the State of California, if
requested by the state.

BACKGROUND

The Bay Area Research and Extension Center property (BAREC) was conveyed to The Regents of
the University of California from the Director of Finance of the State of California for use in
agricultural research in two parcels, the first in 1952 and the second in 1963. BAREC, as one of
the University’s ten agricultural research and extension centers, has contributed to California
agriculture over the years. Current research at BAREC includes programs on turf grass, water
management, integrated pest management, and field crops. The enabling legislation refers to the
Department of Veteran Affairs; this department still retains a 0.54-acre parcel contiguous to
BAREC. Both conveyances to the University contain a stipulation that:

“... In the event The Regents of the University of California shall by resolution at any time
determine that the whole or any part of the property granted and conveyed hereunder is no
longer desirable or necessary for use in agricultural research, the fee title to said property
described in such resolution shall revert to and vest in the State of California upon the
recording of such resolution in the official records of the County of Santa, Clara, State of
California.”

As a result of budget negotiations between the University and Department of Finance, Item 6440-
001-0001 — For Support of University of California, Schedule (a), Provision: 17 of the Budget Act
of 1999 states:

“Of the amount appropriated in Schedule (a), $2,000,000 is for cooperative extension,
contingent upon an assessment that land in Santa Clara County currently used for
cooperative extension is available to the state for other purposes without restriction.”
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The “land in Santa Clara County currently used for cooperative extension” is the land
comprising BAREC. The $2,000,000 is a permanent allocation to the UC Cooperative Extension
budget and is in exchange for the University returning the BAREC land to the state.

Prcgram Evaluation

The Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources (DANR) has determined that the value of the
augmentation for Cooperative Extension is of substantially greater benefit to its overall program
than continued research at BAREC and that research needs served by the center can be addressed
at other sites. The decision to recommend reversion of BAREC was driven by the need to increase
funding for UC Cooperative Extension programs. Cooperative Extension absorbed significant
budget cuts in the early 1990s. Besides the loss of more than 50 farm advisor positions, these
reductions have significantly affected DANR’s ability to deliver research-based educational
information to user communities across the state. The $2.0 million permanent augmentation in the
Budget Act of 1999 from this action will be used to begin to restore the UC Cooperative Extension
program capabilities.

A number of groups and individuals have expressed their concerns with the University’s
discontinuing agricultural research at BAREC. President Atkinson wrote to Regents concerning
this issue in a letter dated August 16, 1999. While acknowledging public concerns, the President,
with the concurrence of the Vice President for Agricultural and Natural Resources, recommends
that the Board determine that BAREC is no longer necessary for agricultural research and that the
property should revert to the state. .

An appropriate transition period to allow the completion of short-term research and transfer of
other existing activities at BAREC will be negotiated with the state. A task force will be
appointed by DANR to:

. relocate longer-term research projects to (i) the local area, (ii) other division sites
(there are nine other research and extension centers), or (iii) to cooperator sites;

. recommend possible replacement or relocation of BAREC agricultural
infrastructure; and

. recommend bridge funding where needed for researchers to establish new test sites
and lots.

Property Evaluation

BAREC is located on the north side of Winchester Boulevard approximately one block east of its
intersection with Stevens Creek Boulevard in the city of Santa Clara. The level site is bordered
by older single-family residences to the north, east, and west, strip commercial to the southwest,
and the Valley Fair regional shopping center to the south. Given its long public use history, the
property is not presently zoned (although the local General Plan calls for moderate density
~ residential). Following its reversion to the state, any development on the site would involve a
thorough public approval process. Because of the use restrictions applicable to its ownership, the
University has not had the BAREC land appraised. Free of the restrictions applicable to the
University’s ownership, however, this property is believed to have a fair market value in excess of
$1,000,000 per acre. The unrestricted value would ultimately be dependent upon the zoning and
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entitlement of the property. As restricted for the University’s use, the property’s value is
comparable to agricultural land valued at approximately $10,000 per acre. In effect, the
University’s use of the BAREC land is analogous to a no-cost lease renewable for so long as the
land is used for agricultural research.

In accordance with University procedures, the project, defined as the determination of lack of
necessity and the related reversion of the BAREC land, has been classified as exempt from the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
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Why save BAREE? How can I help ?

"The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land.” Abraham Linco]n

g Santa Clara City Council Meeting||
: April 26, 2005
BAREC was on the Agenda

BAREC was placed on the agenda by request of Kirk
Vartan. Many people spoke and a lot of perspectives,
suggestions, and information were shared with the
Council.

We have made the entire 36 minute section of the
meeting avaiiable via video below. Additionally, we
have broken-up the video into multiple segments,
allowing you to easily see specific testimony from
citizens and Council members, making it easier to hear
the information you are interested in, We listed some
highlight quotes from the video in the right column;
however, in case there are any questions about the
context of the statements, we are also providing the
entire video for viewing. Simply click on a quote on the
right, and the video of the person saying those words
will start. The hand-outs given at the meeting are linked
at the bottom of this column.

City Introduction:

> City Manager Introduction (3 minutes - 800KE)

> Planning Director Introduction (4 minutes - 1MB)

> City Manager Introduction (1 minute - 4OOKB\
Citizen comments:

> Kirk Vartan/Marguerite Lee {6 minutes - 1.8MB)

> Master Gardener Sharon McCray {3 minutes - 1MB)
> Lauren McCutcheon (2 minutes - 600KB)

> Suzie Keels (1 minute - 300KB}

> Andy Grammet {2 minutes - 700KB)

> Bill Romano (2 minutes - 500KB)

City Staff/Council responses and comments:

> City Staff response - Goodfeliow (2 minutes - 400KB)
> Councilmember Caserta (2 minutes - 500KB)

> Councilmember Mathews (2 minutes - 800KB)

> Cauncitmember Moore (2 minutes - 700KB)

> Mayor Mahan (3 minutes - 800KB)

Four documents were shared with the City Councii and
the audience. Click on any one of them:

1. Kirk Vartan's Intreduction, 2, Pre-meeting nates and
information, 3. BAREC's supporter list, and

4. The San Jose Park's Commiittee letter, showing
complete support for keeping BAREC as open space,

The following quotes can be clicked on to hear and
see the actual video from the following people:

Planning Director Goodfellow:

"Those decisions [current development discussions]
are merely prefliminary, and the project will have to go
through the full Environmental Impact [Report] review,
General Plan amendment re-zoning, and probably sub-
division maps hefare any final decisions gan be made
on the site.”

"Closing on that [sales agreement] is contingent on the
approval of the plans, just as it wouid be for the senior
portion.”

“Yes, the property is contaminaled.. the worst [soil]
contamination will be physically removed."
Councilmember Caserta states:

"l just cannot stand here and say let's just have it
[BAREC] all open space.”

"Where's the money to do this?"

Councilmember Mathews states:

"I'm a fifth generation, native Santa Claran. My great,
great, great, grandfather went out and fought; he's one
of those Givil War people.”

"The history that I'm going to make is going to be made
today...to get this site developed..™

"We're not going to resolve Santana Row's issues of
traffic or Valiey Fair's traffic by naot developing this
site,.”

Councilmember Moore states:

"l know there's a park; I'd like to see it be a little bit
bigger. But, | think that neighborhood needs a park.”
Mayor Mahan states:

"The reality is, the property is going {0 be developed...
and there's not an do to stop it. We can't

withhold 2 0 subject
this C'ty upt lt .and, t's just
not going t 1o say, that's just the

reality of it

Entire video of the Council meeting:
Complete video (36 minutes - 9IMB)

Videos require; Microsoft Window Media




Suggested BAREC PROGRAMS and the supporting Organizations

Visitor’'s Center: a Museum with Valley of Hearts Delight history including BAREC research,
Interpretive Center, collection of Spanish Mission plants with farm from that period, Ethnic Foods
and Cultural Contributions to our Food, Tours, Workshops, and Learning Resource Center.
Supporters: Local Foundations, Archeology Dept. at Santa Clara University; Smithsonian
Institute, Proposition 40, Federal Farmland Protection Act, Pioneer Society and California
Historical Society, San Jose History Museum, and California History Center at DeAnza College,;

Organic Food and Nutrition: Local Farmers, Food and Flower Market, CSA Distribution Center,
School and Senior Food Programs, Edible Landscaping, restaurant.

Supporters: California Farm Link, Ecological Farming Association, CSA Program, Hidden Villa,
U.S. Dept of Agriculture, Village Harvest Food Bank, Chez Panisse Foundation, home owners,
School Districts, UC Santa Cruz Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems, various agricultural
organizations;

Urban Gardening Research and Demonstration Center for Sustainability: Offices,
Educational Rooms, Demonstration Gardens, Weather Station, Field Trials, Continuing Education
Library for Environmental, Agricultural, Horticultural, Landscape, Master Gardeners, and local
colleges and universities.

Supporters. Acterra, Audubon Society, CA Assoc. of Nurseries and Garden Centers, UC Santa
Cruz Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems, Environmental Studies at all local colleges, CA
Landscape Contractors Association, Santa Clara Valley Water District, Sierra Club, Saratoga
Horticultural Foundation, Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition, Ecological Farm Association, Common
Ground, CA Horticultural Society, CA Oaks Foundation, Garden Clubs;

Vorticoitiral Therapy and  Allernstive Wedicineg  Horticultural Rehabilitation Program,
Alternative Medicine Plant Collection, Educational Programs Inter-generational Gardening.
Supporters: nearby Hospitals (O’Connor and Valley), O'Connor Alternative Medicine Center,
Mission Rehabilitation Center, Cabrillo College Horticultural Therapy Program, American School
of Herbalism.

Soil Stewardship: Soil Testing Lab for the Biology of Soils (this will be the first in California),
Master Composters, Composting research, Soil Micro-organism Pollution Clean-up.
Supporters: Santa Clara Valley Water District, Santa Clara Valley Master Composters Program,
Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition, Santa Clara Valley cities for their Greenwaste programs and
chemical reduction programs, California farmers, landscape professionals, golf course and parks
maintenance personnel.

Children’s Gardening Demonstration Play Gardens, Gardening Day Care Center, Teacher
Training, Natural Materials for Play, Plants for children, Plant Stories, Enriching the senses
(beauty, smell, color) Garden as an art and science, School Outreach.

Supporters: Valley Fair and Santana Row, School Districts, City Arts Commissions, Horticultural
and Agricultural Societies, parents, Foundations interested in Children’s health and education.

Job Training: Training in all aspects of urban horticulture and agriculture.

Supporters: The Nursery and Landscape Professionals, local schools, Mentoring Programs,
Agroecology Program at UC Santa Cruz, Center for Employment Training, Job Corps, City Year,
and California Conservation Corps.

http:/iwww.savebarec.org Page 1 of 1
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